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Two schools of thought diverge into an ongoing debate as regards to the social 
intelligence of gifted youth. One view holds that the gifted are often maladjusted 
(Chronbach, 1960; Hollingworth, 1942). The contrary view is that they are more likely to 
be well adjusted, with overall above average social and emotional intelligence (Allen, 
2000; Chesser, 2001; Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000; Neihart, 1999). The current research is 
consistent with views supporting enhanced overall social and emotional intelligence of 
gifted youth. 
Some researchers have argued that emotional intelligence and social skills 
competence are subsets of social intelligence (Chesser, 2000; Greenspan, 1979; 
Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000; Morgan, 1996; Salovey & Mayer, 1990,1993). In order to 
sample the domains of social intelligence in gifted adolescents, a measure of emotional 
intelligence (Bar-On Emotional Quotient - Inventory: Youth Version) was combined with 
a measure of social skills competence (Social Skills Rating Scale- Secondary Student and 
Parent Forms). Participants were students (n = 100) in a very selective summer program 
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for gifted adolescents, and parent respondents (n = 76). 
This research addresses the following four hypotheses as regards to the 
relationship between social skills competence and emotional intelligence in gifted 
adolescents. 
It was hypothesized that gifted adolescents were expected to score in the above 
average range on emotional intelligence. Gifted adolescents scored significantly higher 
than norm samples on the scales of Adaptability, Stress Management and the Total EQ 
composite. 
It was also hypothesized that gifted students have above average social skills 
ratings. Gifted students scored significantly higher than average on all scales of the 
Social Skills Rating System (SSRS) Secondary Student form. 
Third, it was hypothesized that the constructs of emotional intelligence and social 
skills competence are related as regards to the self ratings of gifted adolescents. The 
SSRS Total Scale and all scales of Bar-On EQ-i: YV were significantly correlated. 
Fourth, parental ratings were consistent with the hypothesis that they would rate 
their adolescents as having overall average social skills. The means for overall social 
skills on the Total Scale and Cooperation subscale were in the average range. The 
Assertion subscale was found to be below average. Parent ratings were significantly 
above average in the areas of Responsibility and Self-Control, which may be strengths 
for gifted youth. 
A significant positive relationship was found between the composites for social 
skills competence and emotional intelligence. Some differences were noted between the 
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sub-scales of these constructs, suggesting that gifted individuals may tend to have a 
specific profile of strengths and weaknesses in these domains. This relationship is also 
consistent with hierarchical theories of social intelligence maintaining that social skills 
and emotional skills are separate areas of related abilities. 
These findings suggest that social intelligence domains are important in drawing 
a complete profile of differential abilities in gifted students. In talent identification, it 
may be useful to combine measures of social skills competence and emotional 
intelligence with cognitive evaluations to provide a wider range of information as regards 
to the abilities of the gifted. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
Introduction 
The popular myth of the depressed young genius sitting alone in the high school 
cafeteria was perpetuated in the media with sensationalist press releases of a gifted 
student's suicide (Neihart, 1999) and with popular youth genre films of the late 20th 
century, such as Revenge of the Nerds, Weird Science, Back to the Future, Real Genius 
and Good Will Hunting. All of these films depicted gifted adolescents as dejected 
individuals who took refuge in academic challenges and were unable to relate to others. 
In contrast to previous popular opinion, recent research has proposed that any 
individuals who are considered gifted in the traditional sense (having verbal-linguistic or 
mathematical abilities) may also possess higher levels of other types of intelligences. The 
concept is growing that there are many facets of intelligence that have not been measured 
by traditional cognitive instruments. Research on other aspects of intelligence (such as 
social and emotional intelligence) has been driven by apparent individual differences in 
abilities that seem to predict success in any given environment and in the variables that 
traditional intelligence tests purport to measure (Bar-On, 1997; Bar-On & Parker, 2000; 
Gardner, 1983; Goleman, 1995; Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000; Mayer & Geher, 1996; 
Mayer & Salovey, 1993; Mayer & Salovey, 1997; Salovey & Mayer, 1990; Sternberg, 
1999; Thorndike, 1920; Thorndike & Stein, 1937; Walker & Foley, 1973). 
Within the field of research on general intelligence, there are many theoretical 
models that attempt to address how human cognitive capabilities relate to the ability to 
1 
2 
function in the environment. The social intelligence model is focused on how humans 
relate to one another, shaping their adaptability in social situations. Social intelligence is 
a broad construct that has been investigated extensively and hypothesized as including 
many aspects of human social functioning. Past researchers have had difficulty 
separating the cognitive functions of social intelligence so that they can be distinguished 
from traditionally defined intelligence (Chronbach, 1960; Gardner, 1983; Salovey & 
Mayer, 1990; Thorndike, 1920; R. Thorndike & Stein, 1937; Walker & Foley, 1973). 
One theory that has re-examined the way human beings process social 
information is Gardner's (1983) theory of multiple intelligences. Gardner's theory 
proposes that there are many types of intelligence; such as mathematical, spatial, verbal, 
kinesthetic and personal intelligences. One specific aspect of his theory refines the more 
general theory of social intelligence, with a more detailed model that breaks down the 
way social and emotional information is processed. His theory states that interpersonal 
and intrapersonal intelligence are distinct types of intelligence, referred to as personal 
intelligences. Interpersonal intelligence is defined as the ability to notice and make 
distinctions between the moods, temperament and intentions of other individuals. This 
definition distinguishes it from intrapersonal intelligence, that is defined as 
understanding one's own feelings (Gardner, 1983). 
The term emotional intelligence was coined by Bar-On in 1985 (as cited in Bar-
On & Parker, 2000). Since then, several theories of emotional intelligence have evolved 
examining a wide range of human functioning in a social world. Goleman (1995) 
proposed that emotional abilities rather than traditionally defined general intelligence 
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may represent the largest portion of the variables predicting social success. 
Salovey and Mayer (1990) also have proposed a theory of emotional intelligence 
that narrows social intelligence capabilities to a greater degree. 
We define emotional intelligence as the subset of social intelligence that involves 
the ability to monitor one's own and others feelings and emotions, to discriminate 
among them and to use this information to guide one's thinking and actions . . . 
Emotional intelligence is also part of Gardner's view of social intelligence, that 
he refers to as the personal intelligences. Like social intelligence, the personal 
intelligences (divided into inter- and intra- personal intelligence) include 
knowledge about the self and others. One aspect of the personal intelligence is 
quite close to what we call emotional intelligence. (Salovey & Mayer, 
1990, p. 189) 
They place their theory of emotional intelligence into a top-down hierarchy of other 
theories (such as Thorndike's Social Intelligence and Gardner's Personal Intelligences), 
based on the specificity of the definition and relationships between the constructs of each 
theory. Within the hierarchy outlined in Salovey and Mayer's landmark 1990 article, 
social intelligence (the most general construct) is at the top of the hierarchical structure. 
The personal intelligences are placed below the broader construct of social intelligence. 
Emotional intelligence is described by Salovey and Mayer as a subset of the personal 
intelligences, indicating the greatest degree of specificity. Salovey and Mayer consider 
their theory to be more specific than Gardner's (1983) personal intelligences, because 
Gardner's theory includes broader awareness of emotion. 
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As was the case with social intelligence, emotional intelligence is a subset of 
Gardner's personal intelligences. Emotional intelligence does not include the 
general sense of self and appraisal of others. It focuses rather on the processes 
described specifically above, that is, the recognition and use of one's own and 
others' emotional states to solve problems and regulate behavior. (Salovey & 
Mayer, 1990, p. 189) 
This hierarchy explains only how these theories fit together, rather than the level of 
cognitive functions involved. Accordingly, this hierarchy does not imply that emotional 
intelligence is a lessor cognitive function than social intelligence or general intelligence, 
only that it is defined more specifically as an area of functioning. 
The emotional intelligence definition was revised by Mayer and Salovey (1997) 
The ability to perceive accurately, appraise and express emotion; the ability to 
access and/or generate feelings when they facilitate thought; the ability to 
understand emotion and emotional knowledge; and the ability to regulate 
emotions and to promote emotional and intellectual growth, (p. 10) 
Bar-On and Parker (2000) define emotional intelligence as "an array of 
emotional, personal and interpersonal abilities that influence one's overall ability to cope 
with environmental demands and pressures." (p. 33). Emotional intelligence as defined 
in the Bar-On model has recently been operationalized as a measurable construct in 
children and adolescents by Bar-On and Parker (2000), with the publication of the Bar-
On Emotional Quotient Inventory: Youth Version (EQ-i: YV). Bar-On's theory of 
emotional intelligence, that forms the basis for this test, includes the components of 
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Gardner's personal intelligences, interpersonal and intrapersonal, as well as adaptability, 
stress management, general mood and an overall emotional intelligence quotient. 
Bar-On places emotional intelligence at a higher level than the personal intelligences, 
since these are incorporated as sub-domains of his theory (Bar-On & Parker, 2000). 
Bar-On's theory of emotional intelligence also provides a greater degree of specificity as 
regards to social functioning than does social intelligence theory, that is less descriptive 
of specific abilities (Bar-On & Parker, 2000; Salovey & Mayer, 1990). 
Social skills fit into the theoretical hierarchy of social intelligence models at a 
lower level, as a set of specific skills that provide the behavioral component to 
accompany cognitive abilities for social planning and processing of emotional 
intelligence (Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000; Walker & Foley, 1973). The term 'social skills' 
is defined by Gresham and Elliot (1990) as "socially acceptable learned behaviors that 
enable a person to interact effectively with others and to avoid socially unacceptable 
responses" (p.l). Individuals who have well developed social skills and who are able to 
use these skills effectively are viewed as having high social skills competence (Gresham 
& Elliot, 1990; Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000; Walker & Foley, 1973). 
Social skills competence has emerged as a key area of ability thought to be well 
developed in individuals high in emotional intelligence (Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000; 
Saarni, 1997; Salovey & Mayer, 1990). Individuals with high emotional intelligence are 
thought to be highly effective at selecting socially adaptive responses and social 
planning, both of that are cognitive abilities (Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000; Salovey & 
Mayer, 1990). Social skills are the behavioral component of the cognitive social planning 
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essential to both social skills competence and social adjustment (Gresham & Elliott, 
1990; Walker & Foley, 1973). Social skills are the specific "tools" that individuals high 
in emotional intelligence are thought to use to relate well to others (Herring, 2001; 
Gresham & Elliott, 1990; Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000; Salovey & Mayer, 1990). 
Individuals who are highly skilled at utilizing social skills are said to have high social 
skills competence (Gresham & Elliott, 1990; Walker & Foley, 1973). In this way, 
emotional intelligence and social skills are related constructs, as subsets of social 
intelligence (Herring, 2001; Gresham & Elliott, 1990; Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000; Mayer 
& Salovey, 1997; Salovey & Mayer, 1990; Salovey, Hsee, & Mayer, 1993; Walker & 
Foley, 1973). 
Secondary to the possession of social skills competence is the development of 
social adjustment. Social adjustment is defined by Neihart (1999) as "an individual's 
pattern of responding to environmental demands" (p. 10). The gifted as a group have 
been stereotyped as lacking social skills. They also have been considered to be socially 
maladjusted, isolated by a lack of social skills that may prevent them from effective 
social interactions with others. This viewpoint has been popular since Hollingworth's 
(1942) negative assertions as regards to interpersonal isolation of the highly gifted (I.Q. 
>_180) as a group. She argued that they lacked an equivalent peer group, suggesting that 
peers could not relate to their rare abilities (Cornell, 1990; Grossberg & Cornell, 1988; 
Hollingworth, 1942). Many researchers have since considered and disputed this argument 
(Gallucci, 1988; Mayfield, 1998; Neihart, 1999; Norman, Ramsay, Martray, & Roberts, 
1999). Extensive longitudinal research by Terman (conducted froml925 to 1959) 
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indicated that highly intelligent individuals (defined as Stanford Binet IQ higher than 
140) tend to be better socially adjusted than same age peers in extensive longitudinal 
studies with gifted individuals (Grossberg & Cornell, 1988; Norman et al., 1999). 
Current research on the emotional adjustment and social skills competence of 
gifted youth provides no consensus on whether cognitive abilities relate to levels of 
social and emotional abilities in gifted individuals. Niehart (1999) and Norman et al. 
(1999) support the view that giftedness may promote the development of higher social 
cognition, social skills competence, emotional regulation and social adjustment. In an 
extensive meta-analysis of the giftedness literature, Neihart (1999) found mixed results 
as regards to giftedness and adjustment. This analysis generally indicated that highly 
intelligent individuals tend to demonstrate average to above average levels of social 
adjustment. Neihart also found a continuum of results that tended to polarize along the 
extremes positions of the debate first described by Terman in 1925 (as cited in Neihart, 
1999) and also by Hollingworth (1942). 
Further studies of social adjustment of the gifted by Grossberg and Cornell (1988) 
indicated that high IQ was associated with superior adjustment; they also found that this 
was a protective factor related to resilience rather than an indicator of invulnerability. 
Their findings generally supported the conclusions Terman indicated in his 1925 work 
(as cited in Neihart, 1999). However, Niehart did not discount the weight of 
Hollingworth's (1942) views that there may be a continuum of diminished returns as 
regards to levels of giftedness and on social adjustment (as cited in Neihart, 1999). 
It is still unclear as to whether high general intelligence is a protective factor, co-
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existing with high levels of emotional and social abilities (Garland & Zigler, 1999; 
Grossberg & Cornell, 1988; Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000; Norman et al., 1999; Saarni, 
1997), or is a vulnerability factor, indicative of difficulties in relating to peers (Coleman 
& Cross, 1988; Cornell, 1990; Grossberg & Cornell, 1988; Hollingworth, 1942). 
Coleman and Cross (1988) found that gifted students selected to attend an elite school 
(specializing in scientific studies) experienced stigma in the educational context of the 
school but used coping strategies specific to the context. These strategies may be 
construed as a form of social skills competence, that Coleman and Cross indicate needs 
further investigation. Although many authors discuss Hollingworth's views with respect 
for her research on very highly gifted students, her views as regards to the abilities of the 
gifted are not necessarily accepted (Coleman & Cross, 1988; Cornell, 1990; Garland & 
Zigler, 1999; Grossberg & Cornell, 1988; Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000; Neihart, 1999; 
Norman et al., 1999; Saarni, 1997). Research by Garland and Zigler (1999) indicated that 
highly gifted individuals exhibited fewer problems with adjustment than moderately 
gifted youth. In discussion of Hollingworth's (1942) assertions Garland and Zigler (1999) 
stated: 
Several studies have supported the original findings of Terman and colleagues 
(1925-1959) who reported that students with IQs of 140 or greater were not more 
emotionally disturbed than the general population (Cornell, Delcourt, Bland, 
Goldberg, & Oram, 1994; Janos & Robinson, 1985) However, there are prevailing 
popular myths suggesting that gifted youth, especially the exceptionally gifted, 
are likely to exhibit poor social adjustment (Oram, Cornell, & Rutemiller, 1995). 
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Despite a lack of empirical support, this myth persists due perhaps to anecdotal 
examples or the "ironic, compelling quality" of the presumed relationship 
between high ability and low adjustment. (Oram et al., 1995) 
This argument clearly indicates their support of Terman's views, but also highlights the 
ongoing nature of the debate as regards to high cognitive intelligence and high social 
intelligence. Kihlstrom and Cantor (2000) call for further research in the area of social 
intelligence and adjustment of the gifted, with tests that adequately sample the domains 
of social intelligence. Within the domains of social intelligence are areas of hypothesized 
capabilities, including both social skills competence and emotional intelligence. 
The debate as regards to the social adjustment of the gifted raises questions as to 
whether or not social and emotional intelligence are both related to cognitive intelligence 
levels (Allen, 2000; Herring, 2001). Gardner (1983) discussed the concept of individual 
differences in ability levels (personal intelligences; interpersonal and intrapersonal 
intelligence; abilities to function in various social environments as developed in various 
individuals) without clarifying how these abilities may emerge in gifted individuals. 
Given that the social intelligence sub-constructs have been described as developmental in 
nature (Gardner, 1983; Mayer & Salovey, 1993, 1997; Salovey & Mayer, 1990), these 
constructs need further investigation in gifted adolescents. Further research is needed in 
order to better understand how emotional intelligence relates to social skills and how 
these constructs relate to gifted in adolescents. This research is intended to investigate 
the levels of social skills and emotional intelligence in gifted adolescents. 
CHAPTER TWO 
Literature Review 
Intelligence 
Intelligence is defined in many different ways, based on various 
conceptualizations of the scope, purpose and nature of human intellectual capacities. 
According to Sternberg (1999), traditional models of intelligence have focused on 
intelligence as a unitary construct, that is represented by scores produced on 
psychometric tests. The concept that intelligence is a single one-dimensional property, 
along that everyone can be arrayed, suggests that there are individual differences in 
levels of intelligence. Standardized testing has been used to define a "normal curve" of 
human ability based on levels of mental processing ability, or intelligence (Sattler, 1992). 
The Intelligence Quotient (I.Q.) often has widespread educational, social and 
economic implications in Westernized societies. Many constructs of intelligence have 
developed across time and cultures in order to explain the idea that some individuals are 
better than others at adapting to environments that humans create and confront (Sattler, 
1992; Sternberg, 1999). Along these lines, intelligence research and test development has 
a lengthy history of investigating human cognitive abilities. 
Binet defined intelligence in 1905 as including the abilities of judgment, 
practical sense, initiative and the ability to adapt one's self to circumstances (as cited in 
Sattler 1992). Wechsler defined intelligence in 1944 as the "aggregate or global capacity 
of the individual to act purposefully, to act rationally and to deal effectively with their 
current environment" (as cited in Wechsler, 1991, p. 1). 
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Howard (1993) defined intelligence as a three-part construct including (a) 
biologically based differences in capacity, processing speed, or physiological 
development between people, that correlates with performance on virtually all mental 
tasks, similar to Spearman's g; (b) behaviorally based differences in performance based 
on what behavior is adaptive in a particular context or environment; and (c) ability based, 
as in mental abilities, skill, or knowledge possessed by an individual. This theory 
includes the idea that "individuals differ in their abilities and these differences result in 
differences in intelligent behavior" (p. 7). 
Many researchers have indicated that intelligence is not unitary. Specifically, 
many definitions of intelligence have emerged reconceptualizing how high ability is 
regarded. Gardner's (1983) theory of multiple intelligences holds that general 
intelligence does not sufficiently encompass the range of exceptionality in human 
abilities. Gardner's intelligences include Logical Mathematical Intelligence, Linguistic 
Intelligence, Musical Intelligence, Spatial Intelligence, Bodily- Kinesthetic Intelligence, 
Spatial Intelligence and Personal Intelligence that is comprised of Interpersonal 
Intelligence and Intrapersonal Intelligence (Gardner, 1983). Morgan (1996) discussed 
Gardner's multiple intelligence theory within the context of similar theories. Morgan 
indicated that Gardner's theory is redundant to previous theories on multidimensional 
aspects of intelligence and often breaks down into a simple discussion of capabilities and 
skills. Morgan maintains that the Personal Intelligences are actually social intelligence, 
synonymous with capabilities such as social skills competence. Overall, despite his 
criticism, Morgan praises Gardner's work for insight into the multidimensional nature 
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and hierarchical structure of human skills and abilities (Morgan, 1996). 
Sternberg's (1999) Triarchic Theory of the Nature of Intelligence focuses on the 
idea that intelligence is not one unitary factor but is actually a collection of broad based 
abilities. Sternberg investigated many areas of ability that represent the scope of human 
capability to succeed in mastering the environment at differential rates. Triarchic Theory 
focuses on identifying the mental states that underlie intelligent thought. Sternberg 
(1999) stated that intelligence is composed of analytical, practical and creative 
intelligences. These mental states are defined and clarified by examining three areas of 
information processing capability called "components." Components of Sternberg's 
Triarchic Theory include meta-components, performance components and knowledge 
acquisition components, that break down each intelligence into more specific areas of 
cognitive functioning. His theory of human intelligence proposes that an interrelated 
relationship exists between intelligence of the individual and the following: 
1. The mental mechanisms that underlie behavior, 2. The mediating role that 
experience has on the internal and external worlds of the individual, 3. The use of 
mental mechanisms in every day life in order to attain an intelligent fit to the 
environments encountered. (Sternberg 1999, p. 290) 
Social intelligence is represented in the Triarchic view of intelligence as a 
precursor to practical intelligence. Practical intelligence is defined as the ability to solve 
problems in everyday life contexts, independently of cognitive abilities and specifically 
includes social abilities. 
Sternberg (1999) stated: 
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I argue that conventional notions of intelligence are inadequate and certain 
modern ones do not pass muster. The notion that intelligence as adaptation to the 
environment and as operationalized in narrowly based intelligence tests is 
inadequate. There now has accumulated a substantial body of evidence that 
contrary to conventional notions, intelligence is not a unitary construct, (p. 291) 
Sternberg instead advocates for a broad spectrum of intelligences and abilities, 
similar to those hypothesized by other researchers as social intelligence, emotional 
intelligence and social skills. High levels of any type of intelligence, beyond that 
expected of the general population, is referred to as giftedness. By this definition, an 
individual could be gifted in all of the above-mentioned areas (Sternberg, 1984,1999). 
Giftedness 
Giftedness or high intelligence is often defined with specific quantifiable 
parameters of ability. The gifted as a group are diverse, in part due to the variety of 
measures used to identify them (Brody, 1999; Gagne, 1995; Mayfield, 1998; Neihart, 
1999; Norman et al., 1999). When traditional intelligence scores are available, as 
obtained by a valid and reliable standardized test, giftedness is defined in the individual 
as high intelligence compared to other individuals in the general population (Brody, 
1999; Mayfield, 1998; Sattler, 1992). Specifically stated, a gifted individual is referred to 
as a person having an I.Q. score that is at least two standard deviations above the mean-
typically defined as an I.Q. = 130 or higher (Mayfield, 1998; Neihart, 1999). Some 
studies differentiate between moderate and highly gifted individuals (Norman et al, 
1999). Some define moderate giftedness as possession of an I.Q. score of 125-150, with 
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highly gifted individuals scoring above 155 (Garland & Zigler, 1999). Highly gifted 
individuals have also been defined by possession of an I.Q. of 180 or above, that has been 
associated with some social adjustment problems (Hollingworth, 1942). 
Giftedness has also been defined by high qualifying scores above developmental 
expectations on standardized achievement tests such as the A.C.T. or S.A.T. (Garland & 
Zigler, 1999). Identification of gifted youth using S.A.T. scores as the basis for selection 
to participate in merit based programs (such as those inviting students selected by Duke 
University's Talent Identification Program - T.I.P.) has been supported consistently in 
giftedness literature (Garland & Zigler, 1999; Van Tassell-Baska, 1986). Van 
Tassell-Baska (1986) maintains that the S.A.T is an appropriate measure of giftedness 
and functions as an I.Q. test, particularly in younger students. She argues that tests 
standardized with same grade individuals may offer limited measurement of high ability 
due to a lack of difficult material (ceiling effect). Thus, an off level test that has been 
standardized and normed on an older population group should provide a more accurate 
measure of true potential, particularly for verbal and mathematical abilities (Van Tassell-
Baska, 1986). 
In the past, stereotypes and myths as regards to the characteristics and abilities of 
individuals with high intelligence have proliferated by media portrayals and compelling 
anecdotes of highly gifted individuals. (Garland & Zigler, 1999; Neihart, 1999; Norman 
et al, 1999). These ideas revolve around the belief that gifted individuals are often unable 
to meet the demands of social interactions and interpersonal relatedness. It has been 
suggested that gifted (I.Q. 130 and higher) individuals have poor social skills, cannot 
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relate well to others and have difficulty expressing their emotions (Coleman & Cross, 
1988; Cornell, 1990; Hollingworth, 1942). This idea represents the basis for the 'nerd' 
myth. The nerd myth is the idea that bright individuals are by necessity socially aberrant, 
visibly identifiable and are unable to be accepted by their same age peers (Coleman & 
Cross, 1988). Some researchers have taken this idea further to suggest that there is an 
optimal level of intelligence beyond that individuals cannot succeed in society, with I.Q. 
ranges at or above 168 - 180 (Cornell, 1990; Hollingworth, 1942). Other researchers do 
not support this viewpoint, contending that gifted individuals may be expected to have at 
least average to above average levels of social and emotional abilities (Garland & Zigler, 
1999; Grossberg & Cornell; Mayfield, 1998; Neihart, 1999; Norman et al., 1999). 
Betts and Neihart (1988) support a holistic view of the gifted, addressing the 
interrelatedness of social, emotional, cognitive and physical factors. They state that a 
child is a total entity with intertwined characteristics, such that emotional development 
cannot be separated from physical or intellectual categories. They feel that every aspect 
of the personality influences every other aspect of the personality, including giftedness 
and social skills. Researchers such as Kihlstrom and Cantor (2000) have re-examined the 
theory of social intelligence as one area that may provide insight into other possible types 
of abilities may be expected to be developed in gifted individuals. 
Social Intelligence 
One type of nontraditional intelligence that has been hypothesized is social 
intelligence. In 1920, Thorndike suggested that the construct of human intelligence as a 
whole should be divided and conceptualized as consisting of abstract, mechanical and 
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social intelligences. Abstract intelligence was defined by Thorndike as the ability to 
understand symbolic representations of concepts such as words, numbers, letters, 
scientific formulas, principles and laws. Mechanical intelligence was defined as the 
ability to learn to understand and manage things and mechanisms such as a knife, 
machine, gun, boat, or a piece of land. Thorndike was also the first individual to coin the 
term Social Intelligence and defined it as "the ability to understand and manage men, 
women, boys and girls - to act wisely in human relations" (p. 228). He believed that there 
was a great disparity in the levels of these abilities that any individual possessed. He 
believed that a person could excel in one of the areas and function only at average or 
below average levels in the other two abilities. "The best mechanic may fail as a foreman 
for lack of social intelligence. The whole world may revere the abstract intelligence of a 
philosopher whose mechanical intelligence it would not hire for three dollars a day!" 
(Thorndike, 1920, p. 230). 
In 1937, Thorndike and Stein shortened the awkward social intelligence 
definition to "the ability to understand and manage people" (p. 275). They discussed 
unsuccessful measures of social intelligence. They considered a popular test of social 
intelligence, namely the George Washington Social Intelligence Test, developed by 
Moss in 1926. The George Washington Social Intelligence Test was a paper and pencil 
test that included subtests such as: Judgment in Social Situations, Recognition of 
Mental State of a Speaker, Observation of Human Behavior, Memory for Names and 
Faces, Sense of Humor, Identification of Emotional Expression and Social Information. 
Evidence for validity of the test included differences in scores comparing skilled 
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executives versus unskilled laborers, correspondence between the scores of college 
students and the number of activities that they participated in and the ratings employees 
received from a top executive compared to their test scores. Thorndike and Stein 
reported high levels of overlap between the George Washington Social Intelligence Test 
and tests of abstract intellect, due to the fact that "the George Washington Social 
Intelligence Test is so heavily loaded with ability to work with words and ideas, that the 
differences in social intelligence tend to be swamped by differences in abstract 
intelligence" (p. 282). They expressed frustration that a test of social intelligence had 
not prevailed. They speculated that perhaps social intelligence was nothing more than 
abstract intelligence combined with an interest in people. They also suggested that social 
intelligence may represent a complex set of diverse abilities, difficult to measure when 
treated as a unitary construct. They concluded with the comment that while it seemed 
doubtful that a verbal test could measure social ability, that hope remained for tests 
involving movies and actual reactions to social situations (Thorndike & Stein, 1937). 
According to Walker and Foley (1973), subsequent tests using other approaches 
were developed but were largely ignored in the psychological literature. One example is 
Chapin's Social Participation Scale (1939). Chapin developed a social participation test, 
that had acceptable reliability. It had undetermined validity, since validity was 
determined by weighing social status that was expected with race, then compared to 
expected scores. Chapin indicates for example that he expected African Americans to 
score lower, since they had lower social status (Chapin, 1939; Walker & Foley, 1973). 
Chapin's test was based on the positive correlational relationship identified by Hunt 
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(1928) between the number of activities college students participated in and increases in 
their social intelligence scores on the George Washington Social Intelligence Test. 
Hunt (1928) indicated that social intelligence as defined by E. L Thorndike 
(1920) was potentially a useful predictor of future success of college students. Hunt 
(1928) reported acceptably reliable and valid results from the George Washington Social 
Intelligence Test. She compared scores on the George Washington Social Intelligence 
Test to the number of activities that students participated in and popularity ratings of the 
college students she tested. She indicated that face validity was also a basis for making 
these types of comparisons. She states, "the student who is unable to adjust himself to 
the actions of others or who does not like to engage in pursuits where he must manage 
relations with others, is not often a full participant in campus activities" (p. 325). Hunt's 
research revealed a relationship between popularity ratings, the number of activities that 
college students participated in and the amount of sociocultural knowledge they had. All 
of these areas were found to correlate with scores on the George Washington Social 
Intelligence Test. 
In comparing how college students of high intellect scored on the George 
Washington Social Intelligence Test, it was noted that highly intelligent college students 
were distributed through the range of social intelligence ranks. However, it was also 
stated by Hunt that "a certain amount of abstract or general intelligence is very likely a 
component of social intelligence" (1928, p. 327). High ability in general was not thought 
to be a guarantee of social success, beyond average levels of ability. 
Jones and Day (1996) argued that past difficulty with measurement of social 
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intelligence stems from the use of tests that encouraged academic styles of problem 
solving and overlooked what they consider to be the multidimensional nature of social 
intelligence. Currently new, easy to use questionnaires for social skills (Gresham & 
Elliot, 1990) and emotional intelligence (Bar-On & Parker, 2000), are available in a 
simple Likert scale format that addresses some of the difficulties that the George 
Washington Social Intelligence Test is reported to have faced (Jones & Day, 1996; 
Thorndike & Stein, 1937; Walker & Foley, 1973). 
Social intelligence has been described by Jones and Day (1996) as skill in the 
ability to reason and respond in social interactions with others. They described familiar 
social knowledge as crystallized, whereas social problem solving is based on fluid types 
of cognitive flexibility. Jones and Day proposed a theory of social intelligence focusing 
on cognitive flexibility in gifted individuals. They argue that academically gifted 
individuals demonstrate cognitive flexibility by using fluid reasoning to assimilate new 
information and adapt prior knowledge to formulate solutions to novel problems. 
According to Jones and Day: 
fluid abilities play an important role in academically gifted children's enhanced 
ability to solve academic problems. Gifted children tend to display more efficient 
memory and retrieval processes. They may possess a better developed meta-
memory that enables them to recall strategies and apply them in novel situations. 
While gifted children do not use different strategies when solving problems, they 
do demonstrate greater efficiency in choosing an effective strategy. Thus, gifted 
children demonstrate well developed fluid intelligence, (p. 4) 
Jones and Day (1996) argued that the same fluid reasoning that supports strategy 
selection in the academic domain also supports the selection and execution of social 
strategies. Based on the idea of cognitive flexibility, a construct called social-cognitive 
flexibility is believed to be highly developed in socially gifted individuals. Social-
cognitive flexibility is defined as the ability to adapt prior social knowledge to formulate 
solutions to new interpersonal situations. "Students high in social fluid intelligence may 
think in a more flexible way in new social situations, that allows them to make unique 
adaptations of their prior social knowledge to solve new interpersonal problems" (p. 4). 
They indicated that highly developed fluid reasoning abilities are interrelated, in that 
gifted individuals are more adept at responding to novel challenges, including both 
academic or social problems. Specifically, they suggest that gifted individuals with well 
developed social intelligence may be expected to be more socially successful than peers. 
"Students who are better able to flexibly adapt their prior social knowledge will be more 
successful in social interactions" (p. 4). In this way, well developed fluid cognitive 
abilities may be a predictor of well developed social intelligence, if indeed these two 
areas tap into similar strategy selection processes. "We propose that social-cognitive 
flexibility is analogous to cognitive flexibility, in that social cognitive flexibility is a 
consequence of highly developed fluid social intelligence that enables socially gifted 
students to retrieve and adapt social strategies to new interpersonal situations" (p. 5). 
Jones and Day maintain that social intelligence and cognitive intelligence are inter-
related and support the development of social skills. Other theorists have also examined 
revitalized theories of social intelligence as well. 
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Gagne (1995) supported a view that there are many types of intelligences, similar 
to Gardner's Multiple Intelligence theory. According to Gagne, social intelligence is a 
separate type of intelligence, like many other types of intelligence. He indicated that an 
individual could have innate potential for high social intelligence that would amount to 
giftedness or exceptional potential. According to Gagne, individual differences in social 
intelligence should develop at an early age, continuing to be more apparent with age in 
forms such as leadership or empathy. He also indicated that individuals could have social 
talent like other talents that would be based on a combination of environmental factors 
(such as opportunities to learn) and innate potential. In support of the idea that abilities 
such as social intelligence may be innate, he stated: 
The fact that these abilities can be observed in all primate species gives added 
strength to the hypothesis of a genetic component. Indeed, the evolutionary 
perspective of the neo - Darwinians can be of much help in the search for 
evidence of the naturalness of human abilities, (p. 6) 
According to Gagne (1995) it may be predicted that a relationship exists between 
social and cognitive intelligence. However, he also indicated that this relationship would 
not be unitary due to the separate nature of differing types of intelligence. Gagne 
suggested that social intelligence needs to be examined beyond basic adaptive behavior, 
especially in the gifted. He argued, "little seems to have been done to study the 
phenomenon of socio-affective precocity in a way comparable to intellectual precocity" 
(p. 112). He indicated that there may be innate abilities such as social intelligence, 
that are separate from other types of intelligence, although he conceded that they may 
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also be related to cognitive intelligence. Other researchers have also argued that social 
intelligence may be innate and identified at an early age, according to the sophistication 
and nature of play behaviors, such as empathy or approachability (Barnett & Fiscella, 
1985; Hatch, 1997). 
In contrast to the view that social intelligence is innate, others suggest that the 
problem solving abilities indicative of these abilities can be taught. The development of 
social problem solving skills has been associated with social skills competence. 
According to Jones and Day (1996), fluid social problem solving abilities are trainable 
and should be taught just as academic problem solving strategies are taught. They 
proposed that in the social domain, it is important to develop student's social fluid 
abilities to ensure flexible social problem solving. They believe that this type of training 
and nurturing facilitates the development of cognitive linkages between patterns of 
related social responses and supports the development of new social skills. 
Sugai and Lewis (1996) also believe that social skills can and should be taught. 
They review many types of instructional methods and recommend best practices for 
effective social skills instruction. Many programs are available to teach social skills, 
suggesting that their developers believe that this a learned skill rather than an innate 
talent (Allsopp & Santos, 2000; Clark & Dixon, 1997; Elksnin & Elksnin, 1998; Prater & 
Bruhl, 1998; Sugai & Lewis, 1996). 
Other researchers have found that social intelligence may be identified at an early 
age according to sophistication and nature of play behaviors, such as altruism, empathy 
and approachability (Barnett & Fiscella, 1985; Hatch, 1997). Greenspan (1979) argued 
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that social intelligence offered more predictive value than I.Q. or intellectual functioning 
for diagnostic purposes in both the gifted and in special needs populations, as a type of 
adaptive intelligence. In an attempt to operationalize social intelligence into a framework 
suitable for this purpose, he proposed a hierarchical model of social intelligence. The 
components of Social Intelligence in Greenspan's (1979) model include the following: 
social sensitivity, social insight and social comprehension. Social sensitivity is reflected 
in role taking and social inference. Social insight includes social comprehension, 
psychological insight and moral judgment. The third component, social communication, 
covers the areas of social problem solving and referential communication. Greenspan's 
model is similar in structure to Sternberg's (1984) model of Triarchic Intelligence. 
Greenspan's (1979) model has three parts, social intelligence, conceptual and practical 
intelligence. 
Arguing in support of Greenspan's (1979) view that social intelligence is a true 
intelligence, Kihlstrom and Cantor (2000) redefined social intelligence as the 
individual's fund of knowledge about the social world. They divide social intelligence 
into two broad categories: (a) declarative knowledge, consisting of abstract concepts and 
specific memories (such as autobiographical memory) and (b) procedural knowledge, 
consisting of rules, strategies and skills. This procedural knowledge translates into 
interpretive rules for making sense of social experiences, inducing social categories, 
inducing aspects of causality and making predictions as regards to future social events. 
The individual uses procedural knowledge to manipulate declarative knowledge and 
translates knowledge into action. (Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000). 
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Social intelligence, as redefined above into a broader set of categorical 
knowledge allowing for predictions about the social world, has been conceived by some 
researchers as including the sub-category of emotional intelligence, particularly where 
emotions are judged and utilized as predictors of social actions (Mayer & Salovey, 1993, 
1997; Salovey & Mayer, 1990). This definition follows and supports the emergence of 
emotional intelligence as a subset of social intelligence, with better discriminant ability 
(Salovey & Mayer, 1990; Salovey, Hsee, & Mayer, 1993). 
Kihlstrom and Cantor (2000) asserted that development of social skills 
competence is determined by the level of procedural knowledge an emotionally 
intelligent person possesses, an idea supported by related research (Gresham & Elliott, 
1990; Hunt, 1928; Jones & Day, 1996; Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000). As Kihlstrom and 
Cantor have indicated, it can be expected that highly intelligent individuals will also 
exhibit high levels of emotional intelligence. 
Emotional Intelligence 
Prior to the emergence of the relatively new theory of emotional intelligence, the 
multiple intelligence theory discussed by Gardner (1983) included the personal 
intelligences, namely interpersonal and intrapersonal intelligences. He regarded these as 
separate abilities, with unique neurological structures. He argued that the personal 
intelligences (interpersonal and intrapersonal) rely on a great deal of neurological 
interaction, making them co-dependent as areas of functioning. Intrapersonal 
intelligence is described by Gardner as looking inward, gaining "access to one's own 
feeling life" (p. 239), referring to a person's ability to sense, differentiate and identify 
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their own inner feelings, or discuss them introspectively with others. At a higher level 
than merely sensing feelings, individuals with this ability can make decisions based on 
prior reactions to events, relying on an experiential knowledge base of emotions. The 
other type of personal intelligence is interpersonal intelligence, "the ability to notice and 
make distinctions among other individuals and in particular, among their moods, 
temperaments, motivations and intentions" (p. 239). At a basic level this category 
includes the ability to discriminate between the moods of individuals in one's 
environment. At a higher level, interpersonal intelligence includes the ability to read and 
interpret hidden desires and intentions of others and to act upon this knowledge for 
personal benefit or to get others to behave in desired ways. Gardner suggested that this 
ability is very central in religious or political leaders (such as Mahatma Gandhi), as well 
as parents, teachers or others in the helping professions such as psychologists or 
counselors. The personal intelligences are considered to be raw cognitive abilities that 
form within the symbolic systems and values of different cultures, based on the 
experiences of individuals. The idea that emotional decision making is supported by 
unique cognitive structures suggests that differing levels of these abilities may be seen 
between groups of gifted and non-gifited individuals (Gardner, 1983). 
Goleman (1995) has also developed a definition of emotional intelligence. His 
definition included knowing one's own emotions, managing emotions, motivating 
oneself, recognizing emotions in others and handling relationships. He believed that 
emotional intelligence is a much greater predictor of success than traditionally defined 
intelligence, impacting performance in settings such as the classroom and the workplace. 
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Goleman's (1995) book had the impact of popularizing emotional intelligence theory. 
This popularity had the effect of generating considerable publicity and spurring the 
subsequent publication of educational curricula aimed at increasing "E.Q." in elementary 
schools or in the business world (Goleman, 1995; Mayer & Salovey, 1997; Shepard, 
Fasko, & Osborne, 1999). 
Bar-On and Parker (2000) have developed a theory of emotional intelligence, that 
included the emotional, personal and social domains of intelligence. Bar-On and Parker's 
definition included a hierarchical structure of "general intelligence including the sub-
areas of cognitive intelligence measured by I.Q. and emotional intelligence measured by 
E.Q." (p. 33). According to their definition, emotional intelligence "comprises abilities 
related to understanding one's self and others, relating to people, adapting to changing 
environmental demands and managing emotions" (p. 1). Bar-On and Parker's model of 
emotional intelligence has five major dimensions: Intrapersonal, Interpersonal, 
Adaptability, Stress Management and General Mood. Each major dimension has a 
number of sub-components, that are related to abilities and skills. Bar-On and Parker 
believe that this model has utility in measuring the abilities of children in the educational 
setting, as a way of understanding the emotional and social capabilities of the individual. 
Other research has revealed an overlapping relationship between intelligence 
level and emotional intelligence in children. Allen (2000) examined this relationship by 
administering a traditional intelligence measure the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for 
Children, Third Edition (WISC-III) along with the Bar-On Emotional Intelligence 
Inventory: Youth Version (Bar-On EQ-i: YV) to sixty elementary school children from 
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the general education setting. This study revealed a positive statistically significant 
correlation r_(60) = .259, p < .05 between intelligence scores (Full Scale I.Q.) and 
emotional intelligence (Total E.Q. Scale) scores. She also found that "this relationship 
was small enough that it was concluded that the Bar-On EQ-i: YV and the WISC - III 
were measuring two different but overlapping types of intelligence" (p. vii). 
Salovey and Mayer (1990) developed a model of emotional intelligence, based on 
the idea that there is "a set of conceptually related mental processes involving emotional 
information. The mental processes include: a) appraising and expressing emotions in self 
and others, b) regulating emotion in the self and others and c) using emotions in adaptive 
ways" (p. 190). Emotional information is loosely described as information that is 
perceived and has affective content. They suggested that emotional information may be 
processed differently than cognitive information. Appraising and accurately expressing 
emotions is included as regards to individual differences in those who can rapidly and 
accurately determine their own specific emotions and are skilled at expressing those 
emotions to others. 
According to Salovey and Mayer (1990), emotional intelligence is seen as a 
subset of social intelligence and is also considered by these authors to be a subset of 
Gardner's (1983) personal intelligences. One example of advanced uses of emotional 
information would be thinking about emotion and rationally making decisions on the 
basis of emotional information. Another example of an advanced use of emotional 
information would include making specific responses to others that are dependent on the 
perception of emotional information through the use of the personal intelligences. 
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One key aspect of emotional intelligence theory is the use of emotional 
information for social purposes, such as towards effective communication (Mayer & 
Salovey, 1993,1997; Salovey & Mayer, 1990). Within the theory of emotional 
intelligence as it relates to communication of emotional information for social purposes, 
is the role of empathy. According to Salovey and Mayer (1990), "empathy may be a 
central characteristic of emotionally intelligent behavior" (p. 194). In addition, they 
stressed the connection between emotional intelligence and social skills competence as it 
related to empathy: 
Empathy is a great motivator for altruistic behavior. People who behave in an 
emotionally intelligent ways should have sufficient social skills competence to 
weave a warm fabric of interpersonal relations. Clearly, the greater number of 
emotionally intelligent friends, relatives and coworkers, the more empathic and 
supportive a social structure will surround a person, (p. 194) 
The authors reported that consistent relationships have been demonstrated between 
emotional communication and empathy. An inverse relationship was found between 
levels of emotional expressiveness and depression (Salovey & Mayer, 1990). 
Emotionally expressive individuals are skilled at determining the emotions of 
others and can accurately reflect that information to others, such as "you look really 
distressed today, is something bothering you?" This example illustrates the important 
roles that empathy and altruism play in emotionally intelligent behavior. They also 
discussed the role that emotional intelligence may be expected to play in the 
development of social skills competence, such as in using empathy to develop strong 
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social support systems (Mayer & Salovey, 1993, 1997; Salovey, Hsee, & Mayer, 1993; 
Salovey & Mayer, 1990). 
Emotionally intelligent individuals may also be expected to develop strong social 
skills competence by selecting and utilizing socially desirable responses in order to 
accomplish super-ordinate goals. Social skills competence is a manifestation of 
emotionally intelligent behavior. Effective use of this skill is intended to have the result 
of furthering chances of success by achieving the goal (Abraham, 1999; Herring, 2001; 
Goleman, 1995; Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000; Saarni, 1997). The wording, presentation 
and understanding of the interaction is a social skill. If this is done well, the individual is 
perceived as socially competent. Emotional intelligence is a higher order ability in the 
sense that one can present a compliment simply as a general social response. Emotional 
intelligence is focused on the ability to select socially appropriate responses by 
perceiving the emotions of others and gauging that behaviors they will be most receptive 
to. Salovey and Mayer (1990) stated: 
Skillful reconnaissance of other's emotional reactions and empathic responses to 
them . . . enable individuals to gauge accurately affective reactions in others and 
to chose socially adaptive behaviors in response. Such individuals should be 
perceived as genuine and warm by others, while individuals lacking these skills 
should appear oblivious and boorish, (p. 195) 
According to Salovey and Mayer, emotional intelligence is a cognitive ability that 
supports the selection of a socially appropriate response. This aspect of emotional 
intelligence theory suggests the idea that demonstration of social skills competence is a 
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behavioral manifestation of emotional intelligence. 
Salovey and Mayer (1990) also argued that emotionally intelligent individuals 
possess abilities to regulate emotions and moods in themselves and others. The ability to 
manipulate circumstances to achieve and maintain a pleasant affective state in oneself is 
called positive state maintenance. Positive state maintenance can be achieved by 
choosing one's activities based on those that have lead to positive affect in the past, such 
as altruistic behavior. 
Another way that social skills competence is related to emotional intelligence is 
through the interaction of empathy and altruism for positive state maintenance in oneself. 
Specifically, empathy reactions are important in that they guide the development of 
socially competent altruistic behaviors. Perceiving that another person is distressed 
occurs when emotional information is processed. Empathy is the emotionally intelligent 
response to processing this information. This response to emotionally laden information 
results in the selection of a socially altruistic response, anticipating positive feelings that 
may follow. The content of the response and its use for strengthening and expressing 
social bonds is an act revealing social skills competence. In this way, the concept of 
empathy allowed Salovey and Mayer (1990) to tie social skills competence and 
emotional intelligence together (Salovey, Hsee, & Mayer, 1993; Salovey & Mayer, 
1990). 
Emotionally intelligent individuals are also thought to be adept at regulating and 
altering the affective states of others. Also called impression management, this skill has 
been described in terms of the ways in "that individuals present themselves and their 
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activities to others in order to guide and control the impressions formed of them" 
(Salovey & Mayer, 1990, p. 198). Impression management or positive state maintenance 
in others may include a variety of socially competent behaviors. In the work place, 
emotionally intelligent behaviors that are focused on impression management may 
include being prompt and well dressed to create a positive impression. Another example 
is ingratiation, such as complimenting one's boss repeatedly in the week prior to 
requesting a raise. These behaviors are intelligent in that they are deliberate and planned 
with a goal seeking orientation. This ability may be present in successful politicians 
whose "charisma" or persuasiveness originates from the ability to induce positive 
reactions in listeners through social skills competence, emotional regulation and 
impression management (Salovey, Hsee, & Mayer, 1993; Salovey & Mayer, 1990). 
The role that emotional regulation for positive state maintenance plays in the 
emotional intelligence theory is in contradiction to appreciation of art forms that are 
known to induce sorrow, fear, or tragedy. Salovey and Mayer (1990) address this 
contradiction by stating that experiencing emotions of any sort may be rewarding, or 
experiencing negative affect without consequences may help individuals to understand 
what type of experiences may lead to negative affect and should therefore be avoided. An 
example of this type of behavior would be going to see the film "Jaws" and experiencing 
a terrifying encounter with a killer Great White Shark, without the consequence of 
getting bitten. The individual experiences the fear resulting from being pursued by a 
shark, without the consequence of pain. According to Salovey and Mayer's theory, the 
resulting relief is a form of positive state maintenance, although seeking to feel fear 
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sensations by seeing the film seems contradictory. The authors state that "perhaps the 
positive affect that accompanies sorrow is rooted in contrast: one must experience 
sorrow, at least temporarily, in order to feel joy" (Salovey & Mayer, 1990, p. 197). 
In 1993, Mayer and Salovey responded to anonymous criticism that emotional 
intelligence was in fact a personality trait and not an intelligence. They were accused of 
merely re-describing social intelligence, treating interpersonal warmth as an ability rather 
than a disposition, or attributing abilities to instinctive or automatic reactions. Their 
1993 publication was intended to strengthen the argument that emotional intelligence is a 
mental ability, by stating that knowing about emotions is a mental ability rather than a 
behavior preference like a personality trait. They re-emphasized that emotional 
intelligence is a type of social intelligence and the overlapping aspects shared with 
Gardner's (1983) personal intelligences. Mayer and Salovey (1993) argued that 
emotional intelligence involves individual differences in the capacity and processing of 
emotional information. They also defended the role that social skills competence plays in 
the theory, as abilities, rather than dispositions, when responding to criticism: 
Using social skills competence as an example, Scarr (1989) noted that getting 
along with others involves extroversion, self-confidence, low anxiety and social 
perceptiveness. Although they correlate with intelligence, they are not 
intelligence. We agree, in part. A line - albeit an imperfect one can be drawn 
between general personality and intelligence as follows. Personality traits such as 
extroversion involve dispositions toward behavior; intelligence involves 
organismic abilities to behave. Although such a trait as extroversion may depend 
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on social skill or result in it, a trait is a behavioral preference rather than an 
ability. Knowing what a person feels, in contrast, is a mental ability. Such a 
knowledge may stem from g, or be somewhat independent of it. The way in that 
we defined emotional intelligence - as involves a series of emotional abilities -
qualifies it as an intelligence. (Mayer & Salovey, 1993, p. 434 - 435) 
They used this argument to support the hierarchical structure of their theory, stressing 
that while social intelligence as a construct is broad, the greater specificity of emotional 
intelligence may provide greater discriminant ability. 
Mayer and Salovey (1997) further revised their model of emotional intelligence 
and emphasized individual differences and a number of related issues. They added a 
complex developmental framework, with specific stages. They also discussed the 
interaction between the factors of cognitive potential and early developmental 
opportunities, that may impact on the cognitive development of emotional intelligence. A 
clarification was added to the definition of emotional intelligence that included the 
ability to think about feelings. The new definition stated: 
Emotional intelligence involves the ability to perceive accurately, appraise and 
express emotion; the ability to access and /or generate feelings when they 
facilitate thought; the ability to understand emotion and emotional knowledge; 
and the ability to regulate emotions to promote emotional and intellectual growth, 
(p. 10) 
The modifications to the emotional intelligence theory (1997) re-asserted that the 
ability to manage one's emotions constituted a significant unique type of intelligence, 
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that may account for some areas of adaptive success. One important aspect of this change 
in the theory was the idea of emotional giftedness, emphasizing individual differences. 
Although emotional intelligence must develop over time, individuals with a higher 
emotional quotient would acquire higher order skills and processing abilities at a faster 
rate and become more adept at the use of such abilities, developing high social skills 
competence or emotional competence, depending on the skill used (Mayer & Salovey, 
1997). Mayer and Salovey strongly stand behind their argument that a variety of evidence 
supports the existence of different neurological structures involved in the processing of 
emotional information. They argue that appraisal and expression of emotion is a mental 
ability, even with regards to nonverbal aspects of this process, such as silent appraisal 
and expression through body language, that may not lend themselves readily to 
measurement. 
To address issues of measurement, Mayer and Salovey look to clinical evidence 
of patients with neurological damage that results in impairment of the ability to process 
social and emotional information. Clinical evidence has been used to support the 
existence of cognitive abilities revolving specifically around the ability to process 
emotional information. This ability can be lost as demonstrated in numerous documented 
clinical cases of Alexithymia, loss of the ability to process emotional information or 
express emotions verbally (Mayer & Salovey, 1997; Salovey & Mayer, 1990). 
Emotional intelligence also has a developmental framework, added by Mayer and 
Salovey (1997). This framework gives a categorical structure that includes basic to 
advanced categories of functioning, in the order that they are thought to develop, from 
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basic perception of emotion to the second stage, emotional facilitation of thinking, 
followed by understanding and analyzing emotions or employing emotional knowledge. 
The highest category of functioning is "reflective regulation of emotions to promote 
emotional and intellectual growth" (p. 11). Each one of these broad categories represents 
a stage of functioning, with sub-skills that develop in chronological order before 
progressing to the next category and developing its requisite sub-skills (Mayer & 
Salovey, 1997). These abilities develop chronologically with physical growth, but are 
subject to the same environmental impacts as other social or cognitive abilities. 
A variety of environmental influences can impact the development or inhibition 
of social emotional learning besides education. Examples of such environmental 
influences may include experiencing enriched opportunities to socialize and learn skills 
through trial and error, abuse, malnutrition, or learning through social modeling- where 
role models can have a positive or negative impact on the development of cognitive 
skills. High emotional intelligence is thought to occur as a combination of cognitive 
potential combined with optimum opportunities for learning and growth. The impact of 
environmental influences on development includes the roles that teaching, parenting and 
experience play in supporting the development of higher order emotional and social 
intelligence processing skills. The developmental and environmental aspects of the 
emotional intelligence theory parallel common belief systems (such as the principles 
behind the Head Start Programs of early environmental intervention to support cognitive 
growth in at-risk infants) as regards to how traditional intelligence develops as a 
combination of these factors. Development of emotional intelligence potential into social 
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and emotional competence must occur in the context of opportunities to develop and 
utilize skills. Even the most "kinesthetically gifted" individual could not learn to ride a 
bicycle without ever having the opportunity to learn (through experience, social 
modeling, individual or guided practice) the balance and motor sequences necessary to 
develop competence as a rider. 
The role of teaching does not negate the intelligent aspect of emotional 
intelligence. Accordingly, Mayer and Salovey (1997) advocated the teaching of a specific 
curriculum of emotional intelligence with specific composite social skills. They 
described learning social skills as a requisite sub-skill to emotional intelligence, just as 
learning recipes is a requisite sub-skill to becoming a chef. Emotional intelligence theory 
includes the assumption that like other forms of intelligence, some individuals will have 
more capacity for acquiring and utilizing certain types of skills. As an example of a 
readiness to acquire a certain type of skill, some individuals are better prepared to learn 
and use math skills and thus are called "mathematically gifted." Gifted individuals of 
many types are often provided opportunities for training, development and enrichment of 
these skills. Likewise, Mayer and Salovey state that social and emotional competence 
may be taught and can be enriched through the teaching of requisite "emotional skills" or 
"social skills," just as most other skills can be taught. They advocated the integration of 
emotional learning across subjects such as literature, art, music and theater, as well as 
value lessons integrated into subjects like history, civics, citizenship, or religion (private 
schools). These lessons, as well as parental guidance and modeling, support the 
fulfillment of the potential inherent in the cognitive capacity of emotional intelligence. 
37 
(Gagne, 1995; Mayer & Salovey, 1997). 
Individuals with high emotional intelligence may be expected to have high 
emotional competence, based on the skills of emotional regulation (Salovey, Hsee, & 
Mayer, 1993; Salovey & Mayer, 1990). Saarni (1997) further explores the idea of high 
emotional competence skills as they may emerge in a similar developmental framework. 
Emotional Competence 
According to Saarni (1997), children who exhibit high levels of the qualities of 
social and emotional intelligence will also exhibit high levels of self-regulation. Socially 
intelligent children use the skills of emotional competence to regulate themselves. 
Emotional competence is defined by Saarni as "the demonstration of self efficacy in 
emotion eliciting social transactions" (p. 38). To illustrate the concept of the self 
regulation aspect of emotional competence, an example is given to show how a child in a 
dangerous situation is able to self regulate and problem solve. This 6 year old child lived 
in a high risk area and was left by his mother with a neighbor while she worked a night 
shift. When the neighbor's drug addicted son broke into the house and attacked the baby 
sitter, the little boy hid his baby sister in the closet, turned off the lights to confuse the 
attacker, dialed 911 and told the operator that no one could get in without calling his 
mother for a secret password. Saarni used this elaborate example to demonstrate that the 
child was able to "manage his fear in support of effective problem solving, even when 
faced with a crisis." (p. 40) She stated that the instinct to shut down or hide when faced 
with fear may interfere with the ability to problem solve under duress. In order to use the 
strategies presented, the child had to use emotional competence to regulate his fear. Only 
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when suppressing the basic fear responses was he able to take stock of what he needed to 
do in order to overcome the situations risks, such as harm to his smaller sister. Saarni 
adds that these may be the key characteristics in resilient children, who are able to 
regulate their emotions for survival in adverse conditions. 
Protective factors associated with emotional competence and self regulation in 
resilient children included good problem solving skills, a positive relationship with 
family members and a sense of competence or efficacy. She concluded that "emotionally 
competent children manage their actions, thoughts and feelings in adaptive and flexible 
ways across contexts. They demonstrate self-efficacy, confidence and a sense of 
connectedness with others" (p. 60). She suggested that social skills competence, 
emotional competence and self-confidence were interrelated. These factors are described 
as coexisting to function in self-regulation of high ability children. Saarni supported a 
developmental model of emotional intelligence, with the supposition that emotional 
intelligence preceded and supported cognitive growth and that emotionally intelligent 
children used emotional competence to develop experience and wisdom later in life. 
Development comes in when 
We mature and acquire the skills of emotional competence, that are anchored in 
the cultural context in that we live. But for us to become wise, we need to first 
become emotionally competent, second to live our life fully, third to cultivate 
discernment in the ways of the heart - that is, we must examine and learn about 
human character, with the breadth that comes from embracing cultures different 
than our own and with the depth that comes from relishing our personal 
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relationships, (p. 35) 
Saarni (1997) maintained that emotionally intelligent children used their abilities 
to manage fear and anxiety in crisis situations. The ability to manage emotions in a crisis 
has been suggested to facilitate effective problem solving. This concept is consistent with 
other definitions of cognitive intelligence. These definitions focused on the ability to 
solve problems effectively and deal with one's environment (Sattler, 1992; Sternberg, 
1999). Saarni's (1997) view suggested that emotional intelligence included the ability to 
regulate one's own intense emotions, thereby supporting rational thought and cognitive 
intelligence by suppressing intense affect that may interfere with adaptive problem 
solving in the environment. Emotional regulation has been associated with social skills 
competence, an ability that is associated with strong emotional intelligence (Goleman, 
1995; Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000; Mayer & Salovey, 1997; Salovey & Mayer, 1990). 
Social Skills Competence 
The term "social skills' as defined by Gresham and Elliot (1990) is "socially 
acceptable learned behaviors that enable a person to interact effectively with others and 
to avoid socially unacceptable responses" (p.l). Examples of social skills include 
sharing, helping, initiating relationships, requesting help, giving compliments and saying 
"please" or "thank you" to others at appropriate junctures in social interactions to ensure 
that the interactions are positive and mutually agreeable. According to Gresham and 
Elliot, individuals with high social skills are able to be successful in their interactions by 
making others feel more comfortable around them. Individuals who have high social 
skills and use them effectively are considered to have high social skills competence. 
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Several researchers have theorized emotional intelligence as including a social 
skills sub-component. In this way, the areas of emotional intelligence and social skills are 
thought to be interrelated, although this supposition has never been directly measured 
(Goleman 1995, Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000; Mayer and Salovey, 1993,1997; Salovey & 
Mayer, 1990). 
The social skills of a gifted population is a question that also warrants further 
examination. The research has not conclusively determined whether or not these 
individuals high in cognitive ability will also have high social skills competence. 
Specifically, there is evidence of dissent in the scientific literature on whether gifted 
individuals as a group possess levels of social skills equivalent or higher than those of 
same age peers. Many current authors have found indications of at least average and, in 
many cases, above average social abilities in the gifted.(Garland & Zigler, 1999; Neihart, 
1999; Norman et al., 1999). Some previous research has suggested that gifted individuals 
do not often have average to above average social abilities, particularly with highly gifted 
youth who have I.Q.'s of 140-180 and above (Cornell, 1990; Hollingworth, 1942). 
Other research has shown modest correlations between cognitive and emotional 
intelligence. Mayer and Salovey (1993,1997) stated that a weak relationship should be 
expected between cognitive and emotional intelligence. Emotional regulation of stress is 
a key factor in intelligent functioning between otherwise equal individuals. Research by 
Hunt (1928) found only modest correlations between intelligence and social intelligence 
in college students. Hunt indicated that social intelligence and general intelligence were 
only partially related, in that one must have at least an average level of intelligence to 
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select socially appropriate responses, beyond that very little correlation was found. 
One explanation offered for a lack of consensus on the social skills competence 
of the gifted has been attributed to unclear or differing definitions of what constitutes 
giftedness, as well as differences in measurement. Overall, many factors may cause 
results to vary, such as the nature of the abilities of the group being investigated and 
differing definitions of what constitutes social skills and adjustment. Other measurement 
issues include population size as well as the reliability and validity of the chosen 
instruments. Any or all of these factors may have contributed to dissension in the ranks 
among authors as regards to whether or not gifted individuals are well adjusted or 
maladjusted as a group (Gagne, 1995; Norman et al., 1999). Some answers to these 
questions may be found by further examining how social intelligence abilities develop in 
academically gifted youth, specifically the areas of social skills competence, adjustment 
and emotional intelligence (Herring, 2001; Gagne, 1995; Walker & Foley, 1973). 
Herring (2001) suggested that social intelligence may be best measured by 
examining ratings of social skills competence. Social skills competence is indicated by 
high scores on a measure of social skills, with criteria based on both self perception and 
the perceptions of others who know the individual. Emotional intelligence has been 
hypothesized to be a measurable subset of social intelligence (Salovey & Mayer, 1990). 
Herring indicated that social intelligence is equivalent with social skills competence. She 
examined student and parent ratings of emotional intelligence and social skills 
competence in 60 elementary school students in an effort to determine if the two 
constructs were related. 
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Herring (2001) found a high correlation between student self ratings of emotional 
intelligence and social skills, r (58) = .73, p < .01. A slightly lower correlation, r (58) = 
.59, p < .05, was found between parent ratings of social skills and student self-ratings of 
emotional intelligence. These findings indicated that similar results may be expected in 
the present study. Herring suggested that these correlations may indicate a strong 
relationship between emotional intelligence and social skills, consistent with Kihlstrom 
and Cantor's (2000) theory of social intelligence. Herring also indicated that if social 
intelligence is a highly predictive measure of social success, then data as regards to 
social and emotional competence of students may be useful for developing interventions 
in the school setting (Gresham & Elliot, 1990; Herring, 2001; Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000; 
Mayer & Salovey, 1997). Information as regards to the levels of children's social and 
emotional competence may be useful in determining whether students may benefit from 
social skills training, or training students to develop emotional intelligence (Allsopp & 
Santos, 2000; Herring, 2001; Mayer & Salovey, 1997). Herring (2001) examined subjects 
drawn from the general elementary school population; therefore, this data does not reveal 
how giftedness may impact the development of social intelligence and related sub-
competencies. She indicated that the social intelligence competencies of a gifted 
population may be a fruitful area for further investigation. 
Galloway and Porath (1997) investigated parents and teacher ratings of gifted 
children's social skills, using the Social Skills Rating System or S.S.R.S. Children's 
Version (Gresham & Elliot, 1990), with a small population (n = 23) of gifted elementary 
school children, aged 6 -12 . Giftedness was defined as I.Q. greater or equal to 125 for 
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the purposes of their study. They indicated that parents and teachers ratings revealed 
differences in which social skills were valued in differing settings (home or school). The 
researchers also stated that parents valued Assertion and Self Control most, whereas 
teachers tended to value Cooperation (value determinations based on importance 
ratings). Galloway and Porath (1997) suggested that parents and teachers may have 
differential values that may cause differences in the way gifted children are rated. They 
noted that parents tended to rate their children's social skills competence as average, 
although independent raters observing play video found that gifted children exhibited 
more pro-social behaviors and interactions than their non-gifted peers. Galloway and 
Porath's (1997) findings indicated that parents of gifted children may not have the same 
developmental perspective as teachers. Parents of gifted children may have higher 
expectations, not perceiving that their children may have higher abilities than peers. 
This lack of consensus between ratings in the academic versus home settings 
suggests a need for a comparison of child and parent ratings. Galloway and Porath (1997) 
indicated that differences may be expected in the way that gifted students view their 
social abilities, especially if their self concept as a gifted individual was developed in 
academic settings, where they have been praised or singled out for excelling in academic 
settings. Also, because of the developmental nature of social skills and emotional 
intelligence development, differences may be expected in adolescents specifically, at a 
time when they are refining their social skills in preparation for adulthood (Gardner, 
1983; Gresham & Elliot, 1990; Mayer & Salovey, 1997; Salovey & Mayer, 1990). 
The social and academic setting of the Western Kentucky University's Verbally 
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and Mathematically Precocious Youth (V.A.M.P.Y) summer program provided a venue 
where students spend a great deal of time taking highly challenging college level course 
work and socializing in a variety of activities with other gifted students. While at the 
V.A.M.P. Y program, students are away from the home setting at a time when 
identification with academic expectations may be at a peak. This setting and prior social 
skills research suggested that gifted adolescent students may be expected to rate their 
own social skills in the above average range, whereas parents may be expected to rate 
their children as below average, due to differing values and expectations (Galloway & 
Porath, 1997). 
A review of emotional intelligence and social skills literature as it relates to 
social intelligence may provide more insight as to appropriate developmental 
expectations with regards to the gifted adolescent population (Kihlstrom & Cantor, 2000; 
Mayer and Salovey, 1993, 1997; Salovey & Mayer, 1990). Research indicated that 
individuals who score high on levels of emotional intelligence, particularly in the area of 
interpersonal intelligence, also tend score high on social skills competence (Herring, 
2001). Social skills are used in the goal setting planned behaviors that are key to 
emotional intelligence. Social skills must necessarily be developed for successful 
interpersonal relationships (Herring, 2001; Goleman, 1995; Gresham & Elliott, 1993; 
Mayer & Salovey, 1993, 1997; Salovey, Hsee, & Mayer, 1993; Salovey & Mayer, 1990; 
Walker & Foley, 1973). 
Purpose 
This researcher addresses the following four hypotheses as regards to the 
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relationship between giftedness, social skills competence and emotional intelligence in 
gifted adolescents, as indicated by their self report and parent ratings. First, it is 
hypothesized that gifted adolescents may be expected to score in the above average range 
on emotional intelligence, when compared to non-gifted peers from the general 
population. Second, it is also hypothesized that gifted students will also score in the 
above average range on social skills, when compared to non-gifted peers from the 
general population. Third, it is hypothesized that the constructs of emotional intelligence 
and social skills competence are related as regards to the self ratings of gifted 
adolescents. Fourth, it is hypothesized that parent ratings of students' social skills 
competence will be in the below average range. 
CHAPTER THREE 
Method 
Subjects 
Subjects were participants in a three week residential summer program for 
Verbally and Mathematically Precocious Youth (V. A. M. P. Y) held at Western 
Kentucky University. Participants choose one of twelve advanced courses, that meet six 
hours a day each weekday. Examples of courses offered included Chemistry, Expository 
Writing, Genetics, Humanities, Computer Programming, Nazi Germany and the 
Holocaust, Physics and Revolutions. The students in the current sample are defined as 
gifted in accordance with the standards of the Duke Talent Pool criteria based on SAT 
and ACT scores. 
The students participating in the program are selected from across the nation by 
the Duke Talent Identification Pool (also called the Duke T.I.P. program), then are 
invited to participate in the V.A.M.P.Y. Program. In order to participate in the program, 
applicants must be in the 7th, 8th ,9th or 10th grade in the year of application and be eligible 
for a talent search for gifted students. Participants must have earned qualifying S.A.T. or 
A.C.T. scores as a seventh grader. Qualifying S.A.T. scores were 500 or above (out of 
800 possible on each test) on the math or verbal sections. A.C.T. scores must be 18 and 
above on the math section, or 21 and above on the English section (out of 36 possible on 
each test). 
Of the approximately 176 students attending in the program, 100 (57%) 
completed sufficient forms to participate in the study. Participants ranged in age from 12 
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to 16, with a mean age of 14.39 years, with a standard deviation of 1.18 years. Ages were 
as follows; one 10 year old, five 12 year olds, eighteen 13 year olds, twenty-eight 14 year 
olds, twenty-seven 15 year olds and twenty-one 16 year olds. 
The V.A.M..P.Y. group provided a cross-sectional sample of convenience in 
order to sample from the domain of all gifted adolescents. Age effects were not 
investigated in the current study because of conflicting factors as regards to relative age 
groupings, grade placement, actual peer groups and chronological age. Instead the 
current study examines adolescents as a group with specific cohort effects based on their 
grouping as gifted adolescents participating in a selective program for gifted students. 
Gender of participants was as follows: 56 males, coded as 1 and 44 females, 
coded as 2. Given that there were 100 respondents, these numbers are representative of 
percentages as well. Gender effects were investigated post hoc, see results section. 
Parents or guardians of students who had enrolled in the program were sent an 
informational letter inviting them to participate in the study along with their child and 
requesting parental informed consent to include their child in the study (see Appendix 
A). Students, whose parent or guardian sent back the consent letters, were then given an 
assent form indicating their right to decline participation (see Appendix B). Two students 
chose not to participate and were excused from the study. In addition to giving consent, 
parents provided ratings of their child. The original informed consent letter indicated that 
a second packet of questionnaires would follow. Those who chose to complete and return 
the packets were included in the parental data pool (n = 77). Most parents or guardians 
that completed the packets were females (64), whereas 13 of the respondents were males. 
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Instruments 
Social Skills Rating System (SSRS) 
The SSRS Secondary Parent and SSRS Secondary Student Self-Report forms are 
standardized norm referenced instruments. Several forms of the SSRS are available, 
including Preschool, Elementary and Secondary Forms. Each form is available in a 
Teacher, Parent and Student Version. The SSRS is typically used in schools for 
identifying students at risk for social or behavioral difficulties and guiding the selection 
of social skills interventions. For the current study, two forms of the Social Skills Rating 
System (SSRS) were used, the SSRS Secondary Student Form and the SSRS Secondary 
Parent Form. These forms measure the social skills domains of Cooperation, Assertion, 
Responsibility, Empathy and Self-Control. There is also a Problem Behaviors Scale, but 
it was not used for the purposes of this study, since that scale is used only for 
determining interventions for behavior deficits in the school setting. Scores are 
determined by responses to related groups of questions, that are clustered into domain 
content areas called scales. A Total Scale standard score is also generated. The Total 
Scale is an indicator of overall social skills competence. The Cooperation subscale 
indicates actions such as helping others, sharing and compliance to direction. The 
Assertion subscale indicates initiation behaviors; such as introducing one's self, asking 
for assistance and responding to others. The Responsibility subscale indicates behaviors 
such as respect for property, work ethic and ability to communicate with adults. The 
Empathy subscale indicates concern for the feelings of others. The Self-Control subscale 
indicates behaviors that occur in conflict situations such as teasing, or when the need 
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arises to take turns or compromise with others. All subscales generate raw scores, 
although the Total Scale generates a standard score that is the only standard score 
generated by the SSRS. The SSRS manual provides scores from the norm sample for 
comparison of all scales (Gresham & Elliott, 1990). 
A Social Skills Rating System (SSRS), Secondary Parent Form, was also used 
(Gresham & Elliott, 1990). This instrument provided family demographic information 
(number of siblings, race, gender of respondent and relationship to child). It also 
provided an independent rating of adolescent's social skills, based on questions tailored 
to the home setting. This form assesses the areas of Cooperation, Assertion, 
Responsibility, Empathy, Self-Control and Total Scale by parent ratings of competence. 
Reliability of the SSRS is reported in terms of reliability coefficients, that are useful in 
predicting testing reliability for a group of subjects. The median coefficient alpha for the 
Social Skills Scale (across all forms) was .90. The error for individual scores is reported 
in terms of standard error of measurement (s.e.m) that indicates the amount that the 
obtained score is expected to vary in either direction compared to a hypothetical "true 
score." The SSRS test-retest correlations were r = .68 for the Student Form and r = .87 
for the Parent Form. The SSRS Secondary Student Form has a standard error of 
measurement of 12 for males or females at a 95% confidence interval. The SSRS Parent 
Form has an standard error of measurement (s.e.m.) of 10 for girls and 9 for boys at a 
95% confidence interval. Overall the SSRS authors report adequate content, criterion 
related and construct validity. A large national (U.S.A.) sample of 4,170 participants was 
used for norming the SSRS. 
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Bar-On EQ-i: Youth Version 
Student participants were also given the Bar-On Emotional Quotient Inventory: 
Youth Version (Bar-On EQ-i: YV), that consists of 60 items in a pencil and paper Likert 
response format. The Bar-On EQ-i: YV has 6 composite scales: Intrapersonal, 
Interpersonal, Adaptability, General Mood, Stress Management and Total EQ that was 
used for this study. There is also a Positive Impression scale that was not used in this 
current study, since it provides only a response pattern consistency and no comparable 
response index was available for comparison on the Bar-On EQ-i: YV. The Intrapersonal 
Scale identifies the level of understanding of one's own emotions and the ability to 
express and communicate one's feelings and needs. The Interpersonal Scale identifies an 
individual's ability to have satisfying personal relationships. Those who score high on the 
Interpersonal Scale also have good listening skills and are able to understand and 
appreciate the feelings of others. The Adaptability Scale identifies the ability to be 
flexible, realistic and effective at managing change. The Stress Management Scale 
identifies the ability to be calm and work well under pressure. Individuals who score high 
on this scale are rarely impulsive and can respond to a stressful event without an 
emotional outburst. The General Mood Scale identifies individuals that are optimistic, 
have a positive outlook and are generally positive to be with. The Bar-On EQ-i:Youth 
Version also yields a Total Emotional Intelligence score that represents an individual's 
overall ability to deal with daily emotional demands (Bar-On & Parker, 2000). 
This scale is normed on individuals aged 7 to 18. Results are reported as standard 
scores, normalized with a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. Reliability 
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(internal consistency) is reported across all normative groups with (coefficient alpha) r -
values ranging from .65 - .90. Test- Retest reliabilities were in the range of .77 - .89. In 
the area of validity, the Bar-On EQ-i: Youth Version has a reported construct validity in 
the range of .56 - .88. The scale structure of the Bar-On EQ-i: Youth Version has been 
reported by its authors to have acceptable factorial validity. A sample size of 9,172 males 
and females was used to norm the Bar-On EQ-i: YV (Bar-On & Parker, 2000). 
All results were calculated using the S.S.P.S. Statistical Software Package, 
Version 9.0. All t-tests were two tailed. In order to reduce the chance of stacked error 
caused by making multiple comparisons, a Bonferroni Correction procedure was used in 
determining significance levels. A Bonferroni procedure involves dividing the desired 
significance level (.05) by the number of comparisons being made in order to determine 
a new significance level for a reduced chance of Type I error (Chronbach, 1960). 
CHAPTER FOUR 
Results and Discussion 
Results 
Internal consistencies were estimated for the current sample using coefficient 
alpha for all measures in the study, including the parent and student versions of the SSRS 
and the Bar-On EQ-i: YV. Internal consistencies were provided in the manuals of each 
instrument as a measure of the consistency of responses (Bar-On & Parker 2000; 
Gresham & Elliott, 1990). The coefficient alphas for the standardization groups were 
included with those for the current study for comparison purposes. Internal consistencies 
for the Bar-On EQ-i: YY are in Table 1; see Table 2 for internal consistencies of SSRS. 
Table 1 
Internal Consistency Coefficients for the Bar-On EO-i:Youth Version 
Scales Number of Items Obtained Norm Range 
Intrapersonal 6 .74 .65- .74 
Adaptability 10 .89 .78- .85 
Stress Management 12 .88 .76- .85 
Interpersonal 12 .74 .76- .84 
General Mood 14 .82 .87- .90 
Total Scale EO 54 .76 .86- .90 
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Table 2 
Internal Consistency Coefficients for the SSRS. Student and Parent Forms 
Student Form Parent Form 
Scales Obtained Norm Scales Obtained Norm 
Cooperation .69 .69 Cooperation .78 .78 
Assertion .83 .67 Assertion .83 .81 
Empathy .81 .77 Responsibility .69 .74 
Self-Control .76 .68 Self-Control .80 .82 
Total Scale .73 .83 Total Scale .76 .90 
(Gresham & Elliott, 1990). 
According to Bar-On and Parker (2000), internal consistency is a form of 
reliability that often refers to the degree to that all items on a scale consistently measure 
the same construct. For comparison with the current study, internal consistency is a 
function of both the quality of the items as well as the validity of a respondent's answers. 
Most coefficient alphas for internal consistencies in the current study were found to be 
above those provided from the standardization groups and within the acceptable range of 
.7 to 1.00. The scales of Cooperation on the student form and Responsibility on the parent 
form had a slightly weaker internal consistency of .69, that indicates that these scales 
have weaker internal reliability. 
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Hypothesis one stated that gifted students were expected to score in the above 
average range on emotional intelligence based on their self- report. To test the difference 
between the current group and the norm group, a one tailed, one sample t-test was used 
to compare group means for the EQ-i:YV Total Scale composite and sub-scale standard 
scores (Mean of 100, Standard Deviation of 15). Gifted students in the current sample 
(n = 100) were found to score significantly higher on the Bar-On EQ-i: YV than their non-
gifted peers in the standardization sample, t (99) = 3.85, p < .01. Gifted students were 
also found to score significantly higher on both the Adaptability scale, t (99) = 7.96, p < 
.01; and Stress Management scales with t (99) = 3.00, g < .01. These results confirmed 
the hypothesis that gifted students exhibit higher levels of emotional intelligence than 
non-gifted peers. The means and t-tests for the current sample on Bar-On EQ-i:YV Total 
EQ score and dimensions are listed in Table 3. 
Table 3 
Means. Standard Deviations and t-tests for the Bar-On EO-i: YV 
Dimension Mean Standard Deviation t-tests 
Total EQ 106.11 15.86 3.85** 
Interpersonal 102.46 14.48 1.70 
Intrapersonal 101.01 18.69 .54 
Adaptability 112.26 15.40 7.96** 
Stress Management 104.52 15.09 3.00** 
General Mood 101.57 1521 1.03 
Note * p < .05. ** p < .01. Bonferroni Corrections applied. 
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The second hypothesis stated that gifted students will score in the above average 
range on social skills compared to non-gifted peers. To test the difference between the 
gifted group and the norm group, one sample t-tests were used to compare the SSRS -
Secondary Student Total Scale standard score mean to the mean of the standardization 
sample. This result confirmed the hypothesis that the current gifted sample was found to 
exhibit overall social skills competence significantly above that of adolescent non-gifted 
peers in the standardization sample, t (99) = 6.23, p < .01. 
The sample's scale raw score means were compared to published raw score 
means provided in the SSRS manual (Gresham & Elliot, 1990, p. 113), using one sample 
t tests. The SSRS produces only raw scores for scales, although a standard score is 
generated for the Total Scale score. Greater mean differences than expected by chance 
were found for each of the four sub-scales of the SSRS, including the sub-scales of 
Cooperation t (99) = 12.25, e < .01; Assertion t (99) = 4.01,p < .01; Empathy t (99) = 
9.86, p < .01; Self Control t (99) = 5.53, p < .01 supporting the hypothesis that gifted 
adolescents would rate themselves above average social skills ratings. The current 
sample's t-tests and means on the SSRS Secondary Student Form are included in Table 4. 
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Table 4 
Means. Standard Deviations and t-tests for the SSRS. Student Form 
Sample Norms 
Scale Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. t - tests 
Total Scale 109.94 15.96 100.00 15.00 6.23** 
Cooperation 15.24 2.89 11.7 3.5 12.25** 
Assertion 12.96 4.14 11.3 3.8 4.01** 
Empathy 16.05 3.20 12.9 4.0 9.86** 
Self-Control 12.39 3.42 10.5 3.7 5.53** 
Note **p < .01. Bonferroni Corrections applied. 
(Gresham & Elliott, 1990). 
Third, it was hypothesized that a significant relationship was expected between 
the social skills competence and emotional intelligence of gifted students. Students with 
the highest emotional intelligence were expected to also have the highest social skills. To 
examine the amount of shared variance between these two constructs, Pearson Product 
Moment Correlations (Pearson r) were used to compare the Total Scale social skills 
composite and all scales of the SSRS Student Form to the Total EQ composite and all 
scales of Bar-On EQ-i: YV. The correlations between the SSRS Student Form and the 
Bar-On EQ- vi: YV ranged from .22 - 70, with an average correlation of .48. The SSRS 
Total Scale and the Bar-On EQ-i: YV Total EQ were significantly correlated, r (99) = 
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.786, p < .01. Significant correlations were also found between the SSRS Total Scale 
and all scales of the Bar-On EQ-i: YV, including the Intrapersonal, r (99) = .786, p < .01; 
Adaptability, r (99) = .493, p < .01; Stress Management, r (99) = .519, p < .01; 
Interpersonal, r (99) = .786, p < .01; and General Mood, r (99) = .617, p < .01. The 
correlations found between the scores on the social skills competence ratings and the 
emotional intelligence ratings were greater than could be attributed to chance. 
Correlations between the student ratings on the SSRS and the EQ-i: YV are presented in 
Table 5. 
Table 5 
Correlations Between the SSRS. Student Form and the Bar-On Eq-i:YV 
SSRS-S EO-i:YV 
Intraoersonal Adaptability 
Stress 
Management 
General 
Interpersonal Mood Total EO 
Cooperation .26* .29* 37** .25 .22 38** 
Assertion .63** .33** .35** .57** .64** .70** 
Empathy .48** .43** .22 .70** 47** .60** 
Self-Control 37** 48** .66** .35** 47** .65** 
Total Scale .60** 49** .52** .64** .62** 79** 
Note *p < .05; **p < .01, Bonferroni Corrections applied. 
The fourth hypothesis stated that parent ratings of student social skills 
competence were expected to be in the below average range. The SSRS Parent Total 
Scale rating mean was compared to the standardization group (M = 100, SD = 15). It was 
found that parent ratings were average on overall social skills competence. Ratings were 
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average for social skills competence in the areas of Cooperation and Total Scale. Parents 
rated their children as falling in the below average range in the area of Assertion, 
t (76) = -3.596, p <.01. Students in the current study were rated by their parents as 
above average in the areas of Responsibility, t (76) = 12.53, p < .01 and Self-Control t 
(76) = 5.321, p < .01. See Table 6 for the t-scores and means of the SSRS, Parent Form. 
Table 6 
Means. Standard Deviations and t-tests for the SSRS. Parent Form 
Sample Norms 
Scale Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. t - tests 
Total Scale 102.33 13.75 100.00 15.00 1.47 
Cooperation 11.26 3.40 12.00 3.3 -1.91 
Assertion 14.40 3.65 15.9 2.7 -3.60** 
Responsibility 16.77 2.43 13.3 2.7 12.53** 
Self-Control 14.49 3.29 12.5 3.2 5.32** 
Note * p < .05. **p < .01. Bonferroni Corrections applied. 
(Gresham & Elliott, 1990). 
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Table 4 
Inter-correlations for the SSRS. Secondary Student Form 
Scale Social Skills Manual 
Study Data* Cooperation Assertion Empathy Self Control Total 
Cooperation * * * * .61 .60 .51 .82 
Assertion .24 * * * * .53 .65 .84 
Empathy .28 .60 * * * * .49 .80 
Self Control .58 .40 .38 * * * * .82 
Total Scale .64 .79 .72 .76 * * * * 
Note * The lower portion of the table represents data from the current study. 
(Gresham & Elliott, 1990). 
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Table 4 
Inter-correlations for the SSRS. Secondary Parent Form 
Scale Social Skills Manual 
Study Data* Cooperation Assertion Responsibility Self Control Total 
Cooperation **** .29 .53 .50 .76 
Assertion .37 .48 .29 .70 
Responsibility .49 .60 * * * * .58 .80 
Self Control .33 .40 .61 .78 
Total Scale .75 .75 .81 .75 * * * * 
Note * The lower portion of the table represents data from the current study. 
(Gresham & Elliott, 1990). 
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Table 4 
Inter-correlations for the Bar-On EQ-i: YV 
Scale Bar-On EO-i: YV Manual 
Stress General 
Studv Data* Intrapersonal Adaptability Management Interpersonal Mood Total 
Intrapersonal .29 .29 .30 .31 .72 
Adaptability .29 .28 .49 .50 .49 
Stress Mgmt .23 .30 * * * * .31 .35 .67 
Interpersonal .40 .45 .34 * * * * .57 .69 
General Mood .59 .45 .48 .46 .60 
Total EO .67 .67 .70 .70 .85 
Note * The lower portion of the table represents data from the current study. 
(Gresham & Elliott, 1990). 
A post hoc investigation of gender effects on the SSRS Secondary Student and 
Parent forms was conducted using Pearson Correlations. For the SSRS, Secondary 
Student Form, significant gender effects were found for the areas of Cooperation r (99) = 
.269, p < .01, Assertion r (99) = .209, p < .05, Empathy r (99) = .423, p < .01 and Total 
Scale r (99) = .219, p < .05. On the SSRS Secondary Parent Form, significant 
correlations were found for gender in the areas of Assertion j (99) = .280, p < .05 and 
Responsibility r (99) = .240, p < .05. Interestingly, no significant gender effects were 
found for the EQ scale. 
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Discussion 
This study examined the relationship between social skills competence and 
emotional intelligence in gifted adolescents, based on parent and student self report. New 
psychometric developments help make it possible to investigate selected domains of 
social intelligence in children and adolescents. The development of the Bar-On 
Emotional Quotient Inventory: Youth Version (Bar-On EQ-i: YV) represents the first 
available measure of emotional intelligence for use with children and adolescents (Bar-
On & Parker, 2000). In the current study, the Bar-On EQ-i: YV has been combined with a 
commonly used measure of adolescents social skills competence - the Social Skills 
Rating System (SSRS) Secondary Student and SSRS Secondary Parent Forms (Gresham 
& Elliott, 1990). 
These findings confirm the first hypothesis that gifted students are above average 
in the area of overall emotional intelligence, adaptability and stress management. This 
finding also corresponds with Allen's (2000) finding that intelligence correlates with 
emotional intelligence, but that each has unique predictive value as a separate 
intelligence type. In addition, the current gifted sample reported above average levels of 
stress management and adaptability, when compared to the Bar-On EQ-i: YV norm 
sample. Significant differences were not found on the General Mood, Interpersonal and 
Intrapersonal EQ scales when compared to the EQ norm sample. Since this study was 
based primarily on self report data, these students perceived themselves to be average in 
these areas. These findings suggest that social skills competence and emotional 
intelligence are correlated but not identical. Social Intelligence has been theorized as 
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including emotional control and problem solving, as well as social skills competence. 
The finding that gifted students have above average levels of stress management and 
adaptability agrees with Saarni's (1997) assertion that the ability to regulate intense 
emotions or adapt to stressful situations supports higher order problem solving. 
Applying Saarni's conclusions to the current findings, it may be that these students, as a 
group, are more able to perform difficult academic tasks (such as S.A.T. / A.C.T. tests) 
under stress. Gifted students may be able to maintain high levels of rapid problem 
solving by suppressing fear responses or panic that inhibits successful test taking in some 
individuals (test taking anxiety). It has been suggested that emotional regulation (such as 
stress management) supports higher levels of cognitive functions beyond the social 
domain. In addition, these abilities (emotional regulation, including stress management 
and adaptability) are also thought to facilitate rapid social problem solving, such as 
making rapid decisions about how to respond appropriately in a new social context 
(Saarni, 1997). It is important to note that some of the differences between emotional 
intelligence ratings and social skills ratings may have to do with psychometric 
differences, since the EQ measure uses primarily standard scores and the SSRS uses a 
combination of raw score means, grade equivalent norms and standard scores. 
The areas of adaptability and stress management on the emotional intelligence 
scale are the areas identified by Neihart (1999) as specifically comprising social skills 
adjustment across settings. It may be that, in contrast to other areas that were not 
elevated above average (such as Interpersonal, Intrapersonal and General Mood), these 
two areas (adaptability and stress management) comprise special areas of strength in 
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current gifted sample. This pattern may also be due to self report bias. 
The second hypothesis, that the current population would exhibit above average 
scores of social skills competence, was also consistent with results. The students in the 
study reported strengths in all scales of the SSRS Secondary Student Form, including 
Cooperation, Assertion, Empathy and Self Control. This finding is similar to Herring's 
(2001) using third, fourth and fifth graders from the elementary age population. 
However, it is noted that Herring's findings were also elevated into the above average 
range, even though the students were not selected for giftedness. 
The current findings may be due to that fact that the SSRS is designed with a 
deficit or weakness orientation, aimed at finding and remediating social skills problems 
in students with learning and emotional disabilities. Specifically, Gresham and Elliott 
(1990) state, "the SSRS offers users a system for assessing and treating social skills 
problems of children" (p. 9). The authors also emphasize however, that "most 
importantly, the SSRS comprehensively samples the domain of social skills necessary for 
social skills competence" (p. 9). They further anticipate that a strong relationship should 
be expected between academic competence and social skills competence. This 
relationship is illustrated by the statement that" there is extensive empirical support for 
the relationship between academic achievement and social skills functioning" (p. 8). 
Third, it was predicted that, as a sub-domain of social intelligence, social skills 
competence, would be expected to correlate with emotional intelligence, sharing some 
overlapping areas of ability. This finding of a significant relationship between these areas 
was consistent with expectations and corresponded with Herring's (2001) findings that 
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social skills competence and emotional intelligence were correlated constructs. 
Specifically, while some predictive value is shared by these measures, each focuses on a 
unique domain of ability, given that emotional intelligence is much more geared toward 
cognition, while social skills is focused on overt behaviors. 
The hierarchical nature of social intelligence theory operationalizes social skills 
competence as a very specific component skill, based on specific behavioral criteria. 
Individuals with high social intelligence would be expected to have high emotional 
intelligence and well developed social skills competence (high cognition supports 
sophisticated behavioral outcomes). In other words, an individual must have above 
average levels of cognitive ability in order to control, plan and regulate their behavior to 
a high degree (Gresham & Elliot, 1990). This current finding is consistent with the 
findings of Allen (2000) which that a strong positive relationship exists between 
cognitive ability and emotional intelligence level. This finding is also consistent with 
Herring's (2001) findings of a strong relationship between social skills competence and 
emotional intelligence. The overall above average social and emotional competence of 
gifted youth finding is also in keeping with prior research as regards to the adjustment of 
gifted youth as determined by ratings from parents and teachers (Garland & Zigler, 
1999). Other research indicates that gifted youth exhibited social skills adjustment that 
was at least as high as that of their non-gifted peers and often higher in many studies 
(Neihart, 1999; Norman et al., 1999). 
In the current study, the use of ratings (parental) other than self report was hoped 
to reduce the potential effects of self report bias. Parental ratings are also subject to some 
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bias, since they are rating their own children. In general, parents did not rate their 
children as above average in most areas, suggesting that parental ratings have a reduced 
chance of bias toward desirable responses. 
The fourth hypothesis, that parents would rate their adolescent's social skills to 
be in the below average range was partially confirmed. Parental ratings were significantly 
below average only for the area of Assertion. Parents also reported student strengths (in 
the above average range) in the areas of Responsibility and Self Control on the SSRS 
Secondary Parent report form. Parental ratings suggest a profile of perceived strengths 
and weaknesses that may be specific to demands in the home setting. Gifted students 
may derive a portion of their social self concept from feedback in the academic setting 
and that skills valued in academic settings may not apply to skills valued in the home 
setting. This fourth finding and resultant conclusion is in keeping with Galloway and 
Porath's (1997) assertion that values may differ across settings, impacting ratings. They 
found that gifted students tended to be rated above average by teachers in academically 
oriented settings, whereas parent ratings were supressed due to differing definitions of 
social skills competence in the home setting as compared to academic settings. The 
SSRS manual highlights these differences. The Teacher and Student Forms are both 
oriented toward behaviors in an academic setting, whereas the questions on the Parent 
Form are oriented towards behaviors in the home setting. As an example, in the area of 
Cooperation, the Teacher and Student Form both feature performance on classwork. The 
corresponding question as regards to Cooperation on the Parent Form is "keeps room 
clean and neat without being reminded"(Gresham & Elliott, 1990, p. 3). Accordingly a 
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gifted student may get homework done effortlessly, but not choose to expend the physical 
effort to clean his or her room. These differences emphasize the differences in skills 
valued in each setting (Galloway & Porath, 1997). 
Overall, the current study lends additional support to theories that gifted students 
do have higher than average social skills competence and higher than average emotional 
intelligence. These findings revealed that, as a group, the gifted students in the 
V.A.M.P.Y program are confident of their social skills competence in a variety of areas. 
A sense of self efficacy (confidence in the ability to demonstrate competence at a 
particular skill) is indicated by high self ratings on their abilities to cooperate with others 
in order to achieve a common goal, assert themselves as individuals when necessary and 
use empathy in alternate perspective taking (Walker & Foley, 1973). 
The SSRS has a ceiling effect in that no Total Standard Score over 130 may be 
earned, regardless of differences in the magnitude of the raw score. Since giftedness is 
often determined by an IQ of 130 and above, this effect may have actually reduced the 
difference scores compared to the average population. Accordingly, the SSRS may not 
have measured the full potential of the gifted group and reduced the correlation between 
Total EQ and Total Social Skills. 
Parents indicated that the gifted adolescents as a group do have above average 
levels of assertiveness, self-control and responsibility. In the area of emotional 
intelligence, this study's gifted students were found to exhibit high social adjustment, 
with strengths in the areas of adaptability and stress management, as well as high levels 
of emotional intelligence. Social intelligence, as defined by high competence on ratings 
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of social skills competence and emotional intelligence is a separate factor from 
traditionally defined cognitive intelligence. Emotional intelligence has been described as 
a related, but unique, factor with additional descriptive and predictive value by Allen 
(2000). These findings are consistent with Allen's indications that cognitive and 
emotional intelligence share modest correlations as separate constructs and are consistent 
with findings by Herring (2001) as regards to social skills and emotional intelligence 
being combined for assessment use as inter-related social intelligence constructs. 
Overall, this moderate correspondence of the social skills competence and 
emotional intelligence suggests that these factors have key differences, as well as 
similarities. Emotional intelligence focuses on higher order problem solving, processing 
of emotional information then using this information to select appropriate social 
responses. Social skills competence is focused only on the behavioral aspect of 
emotional intelligence, specifically the selection and use of socially appropriate 
responses across a variety of settings. The underlying cognitive reasoning for the outward 
expressions of these behaviors is the differentiating factor between these two constructs. 
CHAPTER 5 
Summary 
Social intelligence is not a new construct. Since its inception by Thorndike in 
1920, the popularity of this concept has been cyclical in the psychological literature. 
Since the publication of Thorndike's landmark work, many different attempts have been 
made at measuring social intelligence, with various measures sampling skills 
hypothesized as descriptive of this construct. Recently, new emotional intelligence 
measures have appeared on the horizon. These measures have spurred new developments 
in the field of social intelligence. Traditional cognitive tests may lack some of the 
additional predictive validity that tests of social and emotional intelligence may provide. 
Additionally, almost no information has been available as regards to how social 
skills competence and emotional intelligence relate to giftedness. Two schools of thought 
diverge - a commonly held view that gifted individuals are socially maladjusted and a 
contrary view that social intelligence occurs with other types of high intelligence, 
supporting insightful social problem solving. 
The current research supports the latter view - the adolescents who participated in 
this study were found to have emotional intelligence and social skills at least as high as 
their non-gifted peers. This implies that they are not the "nerds" or "geeks" as 
stereotypically labeled. The students that participated in this study are adolescents, at a 
turbulent point in their lives when their self concept and ideology begins to differentiate 
from parental norms and to conform to peer group expectations. Specifically, social 
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feedback that adolescents receive from peers helps to shape the way they view 
themselves. This developmental aspect may have had some effect on the way students in 
the V.A.M..P.Y cohort evaluated themselves, as compared to peers and peer 
expectations. It may be that these students feel insecurities in sensitive areas such as their 
abilities to relate to others (interpersonal) or were unsure about a personal understanding 
of themselves (intrapersonal) due to developmental issues related to adolescence 
(Galloway & Porath, 1997; Gardner, 1983; Mayer & Salovey, 1997; Mayfield, 1998; 
Norman et al., 1999). 
Some limitations of this study include the fact that it was conducted with self 
report measures, that may be sensitive to bias. The SSRS as an instrument is not 
specifically intended for use with gifted students. It is designed for the detection of 
weaknesses rather than strengths (Gresham & Elliott, 1990). Specifically, the SSRS has a 
ceiling effect which actually suppresses high level scores; on the Secondary student 
norms, no standard score over 130 may be earned. This limitation is a serious one when 
trying to establish a correlation between social skills and giftedness. Considering that 
most gifted populations are typically defined by I.Q.'s above 130, the SSRS may not have 
tapped into the full potential of the current group. 
Furthermore, structural differences in the norms of these two instruments make 
comparisons difficult. Optimally, instruments used should be those that are both based on 
standard scores across areas, such as the EQ-I, rather than using raw scores and grade 
based norms as the SSRS does for all sub-domains (Total Scale is a standard score). 
Another limitation applies to the generalizability to other populations. In addition, 
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being identified by their ability impacts the way that they have been treated, judged and 
rated by teachers and peers, in contrast to students who did not opt to participate in talent 
search programs. In addition, being able to actually participate in the V.A.M.P. Y 
program may have impacted the way these students view themselves, as adolescents 
residing on a college campus. They were further set apart from other gifted adolescents 
by potential opportunities for development and family support (such as participation in 
the V.A.M.P.Y program). 
Other limitations include the lack of conclusive standardized I.Q. scores for 
further comparison and as indication that these were truly gifted students. This lack of 
conclusive I.Q evidence is a further limitation, in that given differing definitions of 
giftedness across many studies, it limits comparisons to results of other studies on 
giftedness. Accordingly, using the Duke TIP definition rather than an I.Q. score or other 
selection criteria may limit comparisons to studies not using this type of criteria 
(Mayfield, 1998; Norman et al., 1999). 
Future Research 
The measures used (SSRS and Bar-On EQ-i: YV) asked questions in a simple 
way about socially desirable responses, such as "I compliment others when they have 
done well," but did not address previous issues about social role-playing, picture, or 
video tests (Thorndike, 1920). This area would be an interesting one for future research, 
particularly in conjunction with realistic social scenarios, such as having students watch 
videos of social content and make judgements as regards to the meaning of that content. 
A video test of Social Intelligence or Emotional Intelligence could be designed based on 
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abilities that have been operationalized in theories. Peer ratings would be useful in 
determining a measure of social success in comparison to "social skills competence." 
Additional ratings based on Hunt's (1928) research with information such as 
popularity and the number of activities or leadership roles that students are involved in 
would provide additional measures of social success for comparison to the skill levels 
reported. Some current social skills interventions, such as the Second Steps program, use 
photos to teach students to identify facial expressions of emotion and to interpret 
information as regards to social situations. Such pictures may be useful in developing 
future measures of emotional intelligence as well. An interesting approach would be to 
examine how gifted and non-gifted students compare in identification of the emotional 
content of a conversation (using audiotapes) or exhibit problem solving in a stress 
induced research scenario. 
New combinations of instrumentation may prove to be very fruitful in further 
defining the scope of abilities encompassed by social intelligence, including emotional 
intelligence and social skills competence. At present the field of emotional intelligence 
research is just emerging, with many new instruments being advertised currently for 
future release, such as a new emotional intelligence test by Mayer, Caruso and Salovey 
(2000). Furthermore, merging the constructs of social intelligence, social skills 
competence and emotional intelligence into one instrument would be beneficial. Such a 
merger would eliminate much of the overlap and subtle differences between studies 
using definitions of these constructs. This in turn would have the effect of allowing for 
better normative comparisons that have stronger construct validity. Further research may 
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involve the norming and development of such a test across levels of cognitive ability and 
ages, allowing investigation of developmental trends and ability based issues in skills 
development. 
Additional research with both emotional intelligence and social skills competence 
is needed with other cultural groups to examine the concept of social skills competence 
by differing criteria of social acceptability. No readily available information was found 
as regards to whether these instruments are valid with other social and cultural groups 
that have their own customs as regards to socially appropriate behaviors. As an example 
of how culture may impact criteria of socially and emotionally intelligent behavior, some 
tribes of Native Americans teach their children not to make eye contact at times and not 
to put individual responses ahead of group values. This practice does not mean that 
Native Americans are socially wayward or do not value social interactions. Instead these 
behaviors and those of any other non-western culture should be judged in the context of 
that culture's criteria for emotionally intelligent and socially appropriate responses. 
Accordingly, it is unknown whether or not gifted individuals from other cultures with 
differing social values systems will have suppressed scores on these measures. Likewise, 
the very skills that define giftedness to members of another culture may differ 
significantly from the academic skills typically measured on Western tests. 
Consequently, gifted individuals across and between different cultural groups should be 
compared with sensitivity regarding imposing any one cultural value system onto 
another. 
Research with additional types of giftedness is also needed. Testing other types of 
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diversely gifted students would reveal whether this finding hold true for nonacademic 
types of giftedness, such as musical, artistic, linguistic, or kinesthetic. Research with 
special education populations may reveal whether these individuals have greater 
potential for success than their general cognitive ability implies. Finally, research with 
individuals who are specifically learning disabled would be very interesting. Individuals 
with learning disabilities may have average or above average cognitive intelligence, but 
are lower in key areas of academic competence, that may coincide in a different pattern 
of abilities, or lower academic and self-concepts (Gresham & Elliot, 1990). 
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Appendix A 
Initial Parental Participant Consent Form 
Department of Psychology 
502-745-2695 
WESTERN 
KENTUCKY 
UNIVERSITY 
Western Kentucky University 
1 Big Red Way 
Bowling Green, KY 42101-3576 
Participant Consent Form 
Dear Parents of VAMPY participants, 
Your son or daughter is invited to participate in a study about adolescents' social and emotional capabilities and 
their intelligence. This study is being conducted by Sean Corso and Lisa Fryover, school psychology graduate students, 
in the Psychology Department of Western Kentucky University. This study will be conducted in cooperation with The 
Center for Gifted Studies of Western Kentucky University. The aim of our study is to better understand how 
adolescents' social and emotional abilities relate to giftedness, and how the experience of being a gifted individual 
affects the development of a young person's social emotional skills in the following areas: ability to handle 
relationships, recognize emotions in others, self motivation, managing emotions, and knowing one's emotions. The 
information gained will help educators, school counselors and other mental health professionals improve their methods 
of helping gifted adolescents who have trouble in the emotional areas listed. The project will be conducted in two short 
sessions at Western Kentucky University, during your son or daughter's participation in the VAMPY program. Your 
child is not required to take part in the research in order to participate in any programs sponsored by the Center for 
Gifted Studies. Both sessions will be scheduled in cooperation with the Center for Gifted Studies, so that your child 
does not miss any important learning activities. These sessions are described below. 
Session 1 will take about 20 minutes. Your son or daughter will be given a brief pencil and paper multiple choice 
questionnaire, where they will be asked to answer questions about how they would react or feel in certain situations 
involving emotions. Participants will record their answers privately. They will be told that there are no right or wrong 
answers to these questions, and to just say what they think. 
Session 2 will take about 20 minutes; Your son or daughter will be given a second short paper and pencil 
multiple choice questionnaire, where they will be asked to answer questions about how they would use social skills to 
handle certain familiar situations, such as if they were nervous about meeting a new person. Participants will record 
all of their answers privately. They will be told that there are no right or wrong answers to these questions. Your child 
is free to discuss the questions with you. 
Also, If you agree to consent and return this form, you will be mailed and asked to complete a second packet of 
materials which will contain two short questionaires similar to those described above. One will be a fairly short scale 
where you will be asked to rate how well your child gets along with others in social and home situations, the other will 
require only a brief response on your childs overall emotional capabilities. With your consent only, we will request that 
the Center for Gifted Studies provide research staff access to student's placement scores for comparison with the 
survey results. 
All of the student's answers on both questionnaires will be collected and kept confidential by the project staff. 
Your child's name will not be kept with their responses. All materials will be kept locked in the Psychology Department 
at Western Kentucky University. All data will be published in the form of group results, and no participants will ever be 
identified by name. Data collected will be used for research purposes only. 
We emphasize that your child's participation in this project is entirely voluntary. If you or your son or 
daughter decide not to participate, it will have no negative outcomes for you or your child in any way. Your son or 
daughter is not required to take part in this research in order to participate in the VAMPY program, or in order to 
participate in any other programs associated with the Gifted Studies Department. 
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Appendix B 
Minor Participant Assent Form 
P a r t i c i p a n t A s s e n t Form 
I, understand that my parents have given permission for me 
to participate in a study concerning adolescent's social and emotional capabilities, under the direction 
of Sean Corso and Lisa Frvover. My participation in this project is voluntary and I have been told that 
I may stop my participation in this study at any time. If I choose not to participate, it will not effect 
my participation in any activities or programs sponsored by the Center for Gifted Studies, (including 
the VAMPY summer program) in any way. 
Signature Date 
Appendix C 
Student Instruction Sheet 
Vampy Research Study 
Instructions: Please raise your hand if you have a question. 
1. Please DO NOT write your name on any of the forms, 
2. Please DO NOT remove the neon label from your folder. Names are for sorting 
purposes only. All information provided will kept anonymous. 
3. Begin with the black and white form marked BarOn. 
4. Please provide all other information requested on the form, including gender, 
age, grade, D.O.B, zip code, race, and all three questions at the bottom. 
5. Turn the form over. Complete all of the scale questions on the back of the form. 
6. Bubble in the response which you feel best represents how you feel currently, 
or is most true regarding how you have felt or acted in the last 6 months. 
7. Whenever you have completed the first form begin the second (Red) form. 
8. Provide all requested personal information; except your name. 
9. Read the instructions inside of the Red form. Begin with #1 at your own pace. 
10.Be sure to answer both the how often & how important parts of each question. 
11. When finished bring your folder and all materials to the front of the room. 
12.Please wait patiently while we check that all materials are in order. 
Thank-you for participating. 
Appendix D 
Parental Materials Cover Letter 
Dear Parents of VAMPY participants, 
This envelope contains the follow up materials mentioned in the research consent form 
you received and returned. Your child recently completed forms similar to those enclosed. Please 
complete the two forms and return them in the postpaid envelope enclosed. If you have more 
than one child who attended the program, you will receive a separate packet for each child. 
Please complete materials for each participant and return them separately in the postpaid 
envelope from each packet. Please do not write your child's name on any of the materials, but 
please do provide all other information requested. Thank you again for agreeing to participate in 
our research. The information that you provide is very important to us, and we sincerely 
appreciate your continued cooperation. The information that you provide will be used to help 
educators and school psychologists better understand how they can meet the unique needs of 
highly gifted students like your child. 
If you have any questions regarding this paper work, or the research project, please feel 
free to contact Sean Corso, or Lisa Fryover, Co-Investigators for this project at (270) 783-0044, 
or you can call Dr. Bill Pfohl, Research Chair at (270) 745-4419. We urge you to phone if you 
have any questions. We will be happy to hear from you. 
Sincerely, 
Sean M. Corso, B.A. Psychology 
School Psychology Graduate Student 
Lisa J. Fryover, B.A. Psychology 
School Psychology Graduate Student 
Appendix E 
1999 V.A.M..P.Y. Program Brochure 
Ill 
WESTERN 
KENTUCKY 
UNIVERSITY 
The Center for Gifted Studies 
The Summer Program for 
Verbally and Mathematically 
Precocious Youth 
July 5-24, 1999 
Western Kentucky University 1999 Summer Program 
for Verbally and Mathematically Precocious Youth 
For Office Use Only: 
Rec'd / 
Full Name 
Date of Birth / / Gender: M or F 
Parent/Guardian you live with 
Preferred Name 
Social Security # ;
 : 
T-Shirt size: S M L XL XXL 
Name of Mother/Guardian 
Home Mailing Address. 
City State Zip 
Home Phone ( ) - Fax ( ) - E-mail 
Work Phone ( ) - Fax ( ) - E-mail 
Employer Position 
Name of Father/Guardian 
Home Mailing Address. 
City State Zip 
Home Phone ( ) - Fax ( ) - E-mail 
Work Phone ( ) - Fax ( ) - E-mail 
Employer Position 
School District Anticipated Year of High School Graduation 
School Attending Grade in 1998-99 _ 
Special Interests and Talents 
Can student participate in normal physical activities? If not, explain on an attached sheet. 
Deposit of $200 Enclosed _ _ 
SAT Scores: SAT-M SAT-V Date Taken 
ACT Scores: ACT-M ACT-ENG Date Taken 
Class Selection: 1st Choice . 
2nd Choice 
3rd Choice 
Signature of the Applicant Signature of Parent or Guardian 
WKU SUMMER PROGRAM (VAMPY) 
July 5 - 24,1999 
The Center for Gifted Studies at Western Kentucky University, through a cooperative arrangement with the Duke Talent Identification 
Program, is pleased to offer the three-week residential Summer Program for very bright students who are currently enrolled in grades 
seven through ten. Western Kentucky University assumes full responsibility for the instruction, administration, and outcomes of this 
program. The Summer Program is designed to provide a balance of educational, cultural, and recreational experiences for high ability 
young people. The program will be held on the beautiful campus of Western Kentucky University which is located in south central 
Kentucky, seventy miles north of Nashville, Tennessee. 
WHAT CLASSES ARE BEING OFFERED? 
You will select one of the following classes, each of which is offered in a fast-paced, challenging format. 
CHEMISTRY 
COMPUTER SCIENCE C++ 
DISCRETE MATHEMATICS 
EXPOSITORY WRITING 
GENETICS 
HUMANITIES 
LITERATURE OF KENTUCKY AND THE SOUTH 
MATHEMATICS 
MOVIES AND AMERICAN CULTURE 
NAZI GERMANY AND THE HOLOCAUST 
PHYSICS 
REVOLUTIONS: A STUDY IN CONFLICT 
Classes meet six hours each weekday and are taught by outstanding teachers. Each teacher has a teaching assistant who provides linkage 
between the class and residential life, assisting students in study hall in the evenings. Class size is limited to 16 students, and learning 
experiences are planned to be appropriate for high ability students. 
WHERE WILL I STAY AND WHAT WILL I DO WHEN NOT IN CLASS? 
The residential component is an integral part of the learning experience. You will live in an air-conditioned dormitory with residential 
counselors who will be involved in activities with you and your fellow students when you are not in class. In the evenings and on 
weekends you will participate in a variety of cultural, educational, and recreational activities which include a theater production, cookouts, 
a dance, and a talent show as well as individuaj and team sports. There will be many opportunities for you to enjoy getting to know young 
people with similar abilities and interests. You will have access to Western's recreational and library facilities. Laundry facilities are 
available. 
HOW MUCH DOES THE PROGRAM COST? 
The registration fee of $1375 includes room and board, the instructional program, books, and most activities outside of class. A limited 
amount of financial aid is available to Kentucky students on the basis of need. Contact Dr. Julia Roberts for information. 
HOW DO I APPLY? 
1. You must (a) be completing the 7th-10th grade this year, (b) have been eligible for a talent search (for example, the Duke Talent 
Identification Program) in 1996, 1997, 1998, or 1999, and have earned SAT or ACT scores as a seventh grader (or comparable 
scores for an older student) qualifying you for the class selected. 
2. You must submit: (a) the completed application form, (b) a photocopy of your SAT or ACT report, and a $200 deposit which 
is not refundable once you are accepted. Make checks payable to The Center for Gifted Studies. The balance of your 
registration fee will be due on or before June 15, 1999; and this fee is nonrefundable. 
3. The Summer Program is planned for 200 participants. Qualified participants will be accepted in the order applications are 
received, according to class preference. 
Send applications and requests 
for further information to: 
The Center for Gifted Studies 
Western Kentucky University 
1 Big Red Way 
Bowling Green, KY 42101-3576 
Phone: (502)745-6323 
FAX: (502)745-6279 
E-mail: gifted.studies@wku.edu 
http://www.wku.edu/gifted/ 
1999 SUMMER PROGRAM CLASSES 
Below you will find descriptions of the twelve classes offered in the 1999 Summer Program. After reading 
the descriptions and noting the qualifying SAT or ACT score(s) for each class, please write the name of your 
first, second, and third choices in the spaces provided on the application. It is important that your choices 
are classes which interest you and to which you are willing to give your best effort for three weeks. If 
your first choice is filled, you will be placed in the next available choice. 
CHEMISTRY, Les Pesterfield 
This class is designed to introduce students to the scientific detail of everyday chemical phenomena. Topics 
to be considered will include organic, inorganic, polymer, and physical chemistry. In addition, students will 
cover fundamental chemical nomenclature and calculations. The course will include both laboratory and lecture 
material, emphasizing hands-on laboratory experiences. Students selecting this course must have completed 
the equivalent of Algebra I. (Students should bring a calculator having an exponential function key). 
Qualifying Scores: SAT-M>500 or SAT-V>500 or ACT-M>18 or ACT-ENG>21. 
COMPUTER SCIENCE, Judy Brooks 
This class is designed to introduce students to the fundamentals of the C + + programming language. Emphasis 
will be placed on solving problems using a structured approach. Two primary teaching methods will be used: 
lecture and laboratory (coding solutions in microcomputer lab). Topics covered include the history of 
computing, how computers are programmed, and the basic C + + programming concepts (variables, constants, 
math operations, strings, decision-making, loops, and functions). Some previous programming experience is 
desirable. Qualifying Scores: SAT-M>520 or SAT-V>550 or ACT-M^19 or ACT-ENG>25. 
DISCRETE MATHEMATICS, Bruce Kessler 
Students in this class will study matrices, graphs, counting techniques, probability, and recursive reasoning. 
Applications to everyday problems will be made and discussed. Lectures will be interspersed with problem 
solving and applications. During the problem solving sessions students will work both individually and in 
groups. The instructor and assistant will provide assistance during these sessions. Algebra I is a prerequisite 
for this class. Qualifying Scores: SAT-M;>500 or ACT-M;: 18. 
EXPOSITORY WRITING, John Hagaman 
This class is designed to develop writing and thinking skills in a studio-like setting. It emphasizes the writing 
process—forming ideas, drafting, and revising—as well as frequent individual and group conferences, reading 
and writing workshops, discussions, mini-lessons, and writing with computers. Several writing assignments 
will be prompted by readings, videos, and field trips. Opportunities to write will vary in purpose and form, 
ranging from expressive to informative and persuasive writing. Students will learn to develop and document 
their ideas by use of interviews, analysis of personal experience, and review of secondary sources in the 
library. Qualifying Scores: SAT-V>500 or ACT-ENG>21. 
GENETICS, Linda Walker 
Students will be introduced to basic concepts in genetics, evolutionary biology, and developmental biology with 
emphasis on correspondence among these fields. The course will incorporate lecture, laboratory, and 
simulations on the following topics: the molecular basis of heredity, classical genetics, and population 
genetics, developmental biology, and molecular biology. Qualifying Scores: SAT-M>500 or SAT-V>500 or 
ACT-Ms 18 or ACT-ENG;>21. 
HUMANITIES, Tracy Inman 
The concept of an afterlife is universal. In fact, it is so important to people throughout the ages that their art, 
literature, philosophy, even their music reflects these beliefs. By exploring this subject the student will analyze 
the changing interpretations and philosophies of different generations, different cultures, and different times. 
In this examination of classics from Virgil to Sartre the student will explore, interpret, and appreciate not only 
the literature and the humanities themselves but also the age reflected in them. Qualifying Scores: SAT-M^500 
or SAT-V>500 or ACT-M>18 or ACT-ENG>21. 
SUMMER PROGRAM CLASSES (continued) 
LITERATURE OF KENTUCKY AND THE SOUTH, Sue Neal Roberts 
Students will read novels, short stories, and poems by writers from Kentucky and points south, paying attention 
to the authors' use of language, setting, point of view, and theme. Authors may include James Still, Bobbie 
Ann Mason, Barbara Kingsolver, Flannery O'Connor, Eudora Welty, John Crowe Ransom, and others. 
Students will complete individual and group research projects which may involve library and museum visits 
and internet research. Qualifying Scores: SAT-Ms:500 or SAT-V^OO or ACT-Ms; 18 or ACT-ENG>25. 
MATHEMATICS, (This is not a lecture class.) Carroll Wells 
Each student in this class will have the opportunity to study mathematics, starting at his/her own level of 
mastery and working through Algebra I, Geometry, or Algebra II. Emphasis will be on the logical sequence 
of concepts and skills rather than memorization of facts and formulas. Instruction is individualized and 
students work independently, each at his or her own pace. Students will be pretested and placed at the 
appropriate level. They will move to new chapters as they demonstrate mastery by passing tests at 80% or 
higher. They must enjoy mathematics and be able to work independently to gain the most from this class. 
Qualifying Scores: SAT-M>500 or ACT-M>18. 
MOVIES AND AMERICAN CULTURE, Ted Hovet 
Through a careful viewing of selected films, especially from the "Golden Age" of Hollywood (1930-60), 
students will examine how cinema has depicted and influenced American culture. With the help of the viewings 
and background readings, students will learn the basic narrative and technical structures of motion pictures and 
will produce analytical essays on the form and the content of individual films. All writing and reviews done 
in the class will be collected in a "viewing guide" that each student can keep and continue to expand. This 
course will enhance the students' understanding of cinema as a cultural and artistic medium and will give 
practice in critical thinking and analytical writing. Qualifying Scores: SAT-V^500 or ACT-ENG>21. 
NAZI GERMANY AND THE HOLOCAUST, Ron Skillern 
This class chronicles Adolf Hitler's early life, his rise to power, and his policy of antisemitism, focusing on 
how the members of the Nazi Party saw themselves and the role of propaganda in molding popular opinion. 
The class will employ a variety of activities and teaching methods: lecture, discussion, video, primary 
documents, debate, mock trial, library research, and guest speakers. The course will conclude with an 
examination of present-day manifestations of racism in both America and Europe. Qualifying Scores: SAT-
M^500 or SAT-V^500 or ACT-M>18 or ACT-ENG>21. 
PHYSICS, Doug Jenkins 
Students will be introduced to the basic concepts of Newtonian mechanics as well as light and optics. The 
emphasis will be two-fold: development of the concepts will be stressed as will development of skills in 
mathematical problem solving. Practical application will be emphasized through student involvement in 
laboratory experiments and demonstrations. Students selecting this course must have completed the equivalent 
of Algebra I. Qualifying Scores: SAT-M>500 or ACT-Ms: 18. 
REVOLUTIONS: A STUDY IN CONFLICT, Jan Lanham 
Within the context of the American Revolution, the French Revolution, and the Russian Revolution, this course 
will examine the cultural, economic, and political events surrounding revolution and the impacts of those 
events. The course provides opportunity for students to share readings and research through writing, 
simulations, role-play, and individual projects. By concentrating on the study of the events and individuals 
instrumental in precipitating and/or managing the conflicts and the world views at the time, the course will 
provide opportunity for analysis of history for its role in shaping the twenty-first century world. Qualifying 
Scores: SAT-M>500 or SAT-V>500 or ACT-M>18 or ACT-ENG>21. 
